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The Witch Hut 


By Sthenelus Lethaeus 


Participants in the discussion: 
ARIMANIDES 

LIBERIUS 

SIMPLICIAN 

VEGETIUS 

THE WITCH 

VINEGAR TOM (silent) 

SEA SERPENT (silent) 
MAXENTIUS 


A secluded forest, within a frigid river valley beneath an overcast sky. A thick mist creeps ever 
steadily across the land. The time of day is evening, and a layer of crystalline frost is coldly present upon 
the gnarled trees and the ground below. 


*Four young men, weakened heavily by the icy cold temperatures within the woodland, seek shelter for 
some time, before they eventually come into view of a structure standing silently amongst the trees.* 


Arimanides: There, not so very far away, is what appears to be a hut of some kind. It is of a peculiar and 
rustic design, but by the looks of it, it was inhabited at least somewhat recently, though I cannot say for 
certain if anyone has dwelled within it anytime this year. 


Vegetius: Yes, I see it. Though it is only constructed of earth and wood, I think it will still provide us with 
far better protection than anything that we can hastily construct while being half-frozen as we are. 


Simplician: We should be cautious. Someone might be dwelling within, and I have a feeling that anyone 
who would reside in such an isolated place as this would probably not be very keen on having any 
visitors, especially if said visitors happen to be four young men with no homes of their own to return to. 


Liberius: Perhaps, but on the other hand, maybe whoever lives there, if anyone does indeed live there at 
all, will have grown lonely, and longing of company, after residing in solitude for such a long time. They 
might actually be glad to have us as guests. 


Arimanides: Either way, we must at least try to enter the hut. But be weary, just in case. 


*The men go forth, and enter the hut. They find that no one is there, and they quickly become more 
relaxed. The hut contains a fireplace, in which the men build a small fire. The earthen walls of the place 
are well built, and the men swiftly warm up after the fire is constructed. Some rustic wooden furniture 
items are in the hut, seemingly crafted by hand from the local wood. The windows are of glass, and set 
deep within the thick walls of earth. In one corner of the hut, there is a small old bed. The men, 
immensely tired after a vast trek through the wilderness, soon all fall asleep.* 


*Arimanides awakens from a very deep slumber. He glances about the interior of the hut, and observes 
that the other men are still asleep. The fire in the fireplace has died down to a few glowing embers, 
though a comfortable amount of heat has remained within the hut. Arimanides walks quietly over to one 
of several windows in the structure. He peers through the glass, and sees that night has fallen, with there 
being no visible sign of dawn. Arimanides scans the shadowy forest floor for a moment, before he notices 
two faintly visible silhouettes in the darkness.* 


*Arimanides approaches his sleeping friends, and gently awakens each of them individually. He directs 
their attention towards the window from which the strange silhouettes were spotted.* 


Arimanides: Can you see them? 


Vegetius: Yes, they are quite unclear, but they are certainly there. 


Simplician: I think I see them, but I am not quite sure. 


Liberius: Where? 


Arimanides: They are both side by side, in front of that stand of trees. If you look at the base of the 
cottonwood tree at the front of that grove, you should be able to see them. There is just enough moonlight 
to make each of them slightly visible. 


Liberius: I see them now. One of them appears to be vaguely humanoid, the other is shorter and rather 
lupine. 


Simplician: Yes, there they are. They are quite far away, and it is difficult to say what they might be. 


*The two shapes begin to approach the hut at a steady pace, and all of the men take notice.* 


Simplician: What are we going to do? I do not think that whoever that is will be very happy that we have 
occupied their place of residence without permission. 


Vegetius: I do not believe that they are the original occupants of this hut. It is probably a bandit and his 
hound. What else would someone be doing wandering around the forest in the middle of the night? 


Liberius: The best thing is probably just to be honest with them. If it is the owner, we will simply leave in 
peace, no harm done, and if it is a bandit, then we will just have to do our best to defend ourselves. 


Arimanides: Everyone be ready, I think the latter scenario that Liberius mentioned is the one that is more 
likely to take place. We should first barricade the door, and then try to communicate with whoever that is 
when they reach the door. 


*The men leave the window and quickly retrieve various pieces of furniture which they place in front of 
the door, before returning to the window.* 


Vegetius: There is no one there. 


Liberius: Where did they go? Where could they have gone in such a short time? We were only away from 
the window for a moment. 


Arimanides: Do you hear that? 


Simplician: Yes, something is on the roof! 


Liberius: What should we do? 


Arimanides: Just stay ready, allow me to think for a moment... 


*The rooftop noises cease, and all of the men are silent for a moment, as they try to listen for any more 
sounds from above. * 


Simplician: Perhaps they left. 


Vegetius: I do not think they did. The noises only ceased exactly when they reached the area of the 
chimney. If they left, we would’ ve heard them either shuffling down the roof gradually, or suddenly 
jumping from the roof onto the ground below. 


*A small glass bottle, full of a vibrant magenta liquid is thrown by the individual on the roof down the 
chimney. The bottle shatters, and the fluid streams rapidly out, soaking the softly glowing embers of the 
fire. This causes dazzling plumes of pink and purple flame to flash within the fireplace for a moment. 
Each of the men take notice of this, and they do not exactly know what to think. * 


*After the flames have died down, magenta coloured smoke begins to emanate from the spot on which the 
flames have just died. Vegetius and Liberius, who stand nearest to the fireplace, immediately become 
disoriented upon inhaling the smoke. They lose their strength, and softly collapse onto the floor of the hut, 
where they pass out. Simplician and Arimanides are standing somewhat away from the chimney, closer to 
the door of the hut.* 


Simplician: We have to leave this hut. 


Arimanides: Agreed, we must come back for our friends later. Do not inhale any of that smoke. 


*Arimanides and Simplician move the furniture away from the door, as the magenta smoke drifts ever 
close to them. The door of the hut then swiftly swings open, revealing Vinegar Tom, standing sternly at 
the threshold. Vinegar Tom does not resemble any animal that has been scientifically described, but 
appears to be an amalgamation of several different creatures. His body is like that of a greyhound, with 
short white hair. His tail is not quite like a dog’s tail, but is somewhat more like that of an aardvark, and it 
is quite long in proportion to the rest of his body. His head is like the head of an ox, with two sharp horns 
slanting upwards. Short white hair covers much of his torso and some of his head.* 


*Simplician, astounded by the sight of Vinegar Tom, proceeds to stumble backwards towards the 
chimney. He inhales some of the magenta smoke, before collapsing to the ground, and losing 
conciousness. * 


*Arimanides braces himself, ready to grapple with Vinegar Tom in order to escape the hut. Vinegar Tom 
then lunges forth at a very impressive speed, and headbutts Arimanides before he is able to react. 
Arimanides is thrown against the wall of the hut, and the force from this impact causes him to pass out 
almost instantly. * 


*After a long time, the men gradually begin to awake. They are all quite delirious at first, but after a few 
moments they are able to recall their previous circumstances, and examine their current surroundings with 
clarity. The Witch stands before them, carefully stirring with an old willow branch the liquescent purple 
contents of a large cauldron, which was not in the hut when the men first entered earlier. The men all 
notice the fact that their hands and feet have been bound. Vinegar Tom sits perched on a chair nearby, 
ever watchful over the movements of the men.* 


The Witch: Eye of a serpent, wing of a bat, and the rennet of a hare... 


*The Witch removes the three ingredients from a small cloth pouch fastened to her leather belt, and then 
places the items into the cauldron and continues to stir. A small glass vessel of soil is sitting on a table 
near Vinegar Tom. The Witch retrieves this, and returns to the cauldron.* 


The Witch: One vial of earth, taken from the fields of the black death... 


*The Witch carefully pours the vile of earth into the cauldron, and then continues stirring the mixture 
within.* 


Simplician: Why have we been bound? 


The Witch: We have not had any visitors for a very long time, and we rarely even find any animals 
wandering about the forest these days, let alone four young men. So, when Vinegar Tom informed me of 
your presence, I just couldn’t pass up the opportunity to restrain you. 


Vegetius: But what exactly do you need from us? What are you brewing in that cauldron? 


The Witch: Well, with the recent war, and famine ravaging the whole land, we haven’t had much to eat at 
all lately. I have been able to able to sustain myself by cooking mushrooms from the forest and 
occasionally oysters from the river, but Vinegar Tom here needs enchanted food, and in particular he must 
consume a certain potion every seven years, or else his power becomes nullified. Him losing his magical 
potency could very easily lead to his death. One ingredient in the required potion, happens to be the 
human brain. In safer times he would simply retrieve these from graveyards without harming anyone, but 
since leaving the forest is incredibly dangerous now, our best option would currently be to capture some 
troublesome bandits such as yourselves, and have enough human brains to last us for decades. 


*Vinegar Tom briefly trots around in a circle excitedly.* 


*The young men erupt into a cacophony of panic and argument amongst themselves.* 


The Witch: Silence! Not all is yet lost, for you. The grimoire states that in order for the human ingredient 
to retain it’s alchemical potency when added to the cauldron, the men from which the organs are taken 
must be asked a question if they are captured alive for the purposes of creating this potion. If the question 
is answered correctly, the men must go free. Only when no correct answer is given, may the men be slain, 
and their brains removed for use by the witch or coven which desires them. The only way for you to go 
free now is for one of you to give the true answer, and you each will have but one chance. 


Arimanides: What question exactly must we answer? Is it going to be related to mathematics? Or perhaps 
a question that pertains to historical knowledge? 


The Witch: It is a question that must be of great importance and meaning to the people who’s minds are at 
stake, it must also be a contentious question without an answer that is too blatant or simple. 


Liberius: How will our method of answering work? Will it simply be a free for all debate where the 
loudest and most boisterous one takes the victory when the others eventually grow tired? 


Arimanides: We should each take turns giving our individual answers, and if one of us happens to give the 
correct response, we all will go free without having to get into a heated and tiresome debate. Witch, may 
we do things in that way that I have just described? 


The Witch: You May. 


Arimanides: So, what is the question? 


The Witch: The question is this. What is the real nature of your enemies? Or more precisely, what exactly 
drives them, or is their most true essence, described in the most clear and precise language possible? 


Arimanides: By our enemies, I believe that you mean the ones we are all opposed to, the left. Is that what 
you mean? 


The Witch: It is. Whatever label you wish to apply to them, the left, liberals, progressives, or any other 
terms that may be conjured up. You must correctly explain what their true essence actually is, and reveal 
what they really are. 


Arimanides: I understand. I will answer lastly, as I think that my friends should give their answers before 
I do. 


Liberius: I believe that I can answer this very easily, as to be quite honest, the truth about this matter 
seems abundantly obvious and intuitive. If no one protests, I would gladly be the first to answer. 


*There is a brief moment of silence in the hut.* 


Vegetius: I don’t think that any of us wish to stop you from going first. 


Liberius: I see. That being the case, I will present my view on things. To me, it is undoubtedly and 
unequivocally true, that the primary impulse that drives the left, is a desire to attack freedom, to erode 
liberty wherever it can be found. I believe that they prove that this is the case in all of their many decrees 
and laws, which always are implemented with the specific purpose in mind of stripping away freedoms. 
To support my argument further, I will go through their precise behaviours, the very deeds that they do, 
and the doctrines that they espouse in order to consolidate their faction and achieve it’s interests, those 
actions which they have displayed to us, and you will see a common theme among those actions, which 
is, as I have declared, a desire to implement the erosion of liberty. 


Firstly, it is no secret that the left never fails to attack free speech with a committed fervour. 
Always, again and again, one can see them besieging it. Of course, they cleverly like to mask their hatred 
of freedom in the guise of care, and tenderness towards the vulnerable, but they are merely lying, and they 
do not want to accept the fact that an indispensable part of democracy, and an invaluable component of 
liberty, is indeed the practice of hearing all voices, even if we may not like them personally. After all, if 
we had our liberties taken away, and no longer had the ability to listen to any voice, how then would we 
be able to further develop our minds? If we had no exposure to harmful opinions, how would we possibly 
be able to advance our defenses against them? It seems to me that if the left had it’s way, we would all be 
severely mentally underdeveloped, and totally dependent upon a power structure of their creation, 


something that is not only arbitrary, but also malevolent, as it seeks to erode and eventually erase entirely 
the most valuable thing that we have, which is our liberty, our rights, which were bestowed to all of us at 
birth, and which are, as the venerable founding fathers proclaimed, inalienable. 


In addition to free speech, leftists, or rather, the more extreme elements of the left, also seem to 
utterly despise private property. Not only do they wish to restrict private property rights, and to interfere 
with those freedoms, no, they take their attack even further in it’s malignancy, and they actually seek to 
completely abolish private property itself. 


Private property, the very cornerstone of any state that has even a meagre shred of freedom, is 
something that the left seeks to totally erase from the face of the planet. Does not that fact alone prove 
that my argument is sound and true? Without private property, the autonomy and liberty that the 
individual may potentially experience within their state, their very place of life, is either severely 
dissolved to the point of it being existent only in preciously small quantities, or it is excised entirely, as it 
has been in some brief but severe cases within nations that I will not name. 


Now, to explain another foundational point of my argument, which is that the one nation today 
that the left despises the most, the one which they would not hesitate to either destroy completely, or 
reform into something which is in contradiction to everything that it originally stood for, is indeed the 
United States. Not any nation such as Saudi Arabia, Iran, or North Korea, that is, places that threaten the 
freedom of their inhabitants, no. The left wants to destroy America, the one nation that offers freedom to 
all, and which has been the undeniable beacon of liberty to the rest of the world for more than two 
hundred years. So how could my argument not be correct? Why else would the left despise America so 
devotedly? The answer which is undeniably apparent, is that they hate freedom, and wish to bring a 
dystopian, authoritarian regime of their design into power. 


One who prophesied well of their machinations was George Orwell, indeed his writings made 
predictions with frightening accuracy. If more among us read his works, then I think we would become 
more unified, and be able to find a firm common ground against our enemies. We would see them for 
what they are, which is the despisers of liberty, and the enemies of freedom, undoubtedly. What more do I 
need to say? All that they seem to do is either take away our rights, or complain about how our remaining 
rights need to be taken away. They do not wish for people to be armed. They do not wish for people to 
speak freely. They do not wish for people to own private property. They do not wish for a free market to 
exist. They do not wish for you and I to be able to teach our children about our values. They do not wish 
for business owners to be able to choose freely who they do and do not serve. Need I go on? Their 
policies always have the intent of stripping away freedoms. 


I feel that I have said everything that needs to be articulated for my argument. To me, this whole 
topic is about more than superficial things such as race, gender, or social hierarchies, which sadly are 
things that a lot of the right, especially among the younger generations, are focusing on these days. I don’t 
understand how there can be any debate about it. The fact is so apparent, that the most core essence of the 
left, and it’s driving impulse, is indeed a desire to combat liberty. 


Witch, was my answer correct? May we now be freed? 


The Witch: We will find out. My familiar spirit, Vinegar Tom, was gifted to me by Hades. As a result of 
his origin, Vinegar Tom can easily commune with the chthonic realms, where dwell the powers of Earth 


and Darkness who know the answer, and so it is he who I must consult in order to tell you if your answer 
was sound or not. Vinegar Tom, was his answer a sound and true one? 


*Vinegar Tom, who has been silently listening to the speech of Liberius while resting near the table, 
ponderously looks at The Witch for a moment, and then shakes his head calmly.* 


The Witch: Vinegar Tom tells me that your answer is specious and naive, and that it lacks a nuanced 
perspective on things, which would be axiomatic for anyone who wishes to give a sound argument. 


Liberius: But how so? Since I do adhere to my own principles, I am very open to hearing any of my 
friends here explain to us during their arguments where I went wrong in mine. 


Simplician: If I may now speak, I would like to. I believe that I have the proper answer, one which is 
sound and true, and which can also critique the argument of Liberius and reveal some of it’s flaws. 


The Witch: Speak then, so that your argument may be judged. 


Simplician: Liberius did indeed point out the actions of the left, and he mentioned their behaviours to 
support his argument. But his evidence is flawed, because he did not examine exactly why it is that the 
left does what it does. He merely talked about the effect, without trying to examine the cause in detail. 
This error of his stems from the fact that he viewed things as a whole in a solipsistic manner, which did 
not take into account perceptions of reality that exist outside of his own perspective. 


One thing should be made very clear, which is that the left most certainly does not have any 
problem with the idea of freedom that stems from the liberal philosophies of the enlightenment, which are 
the philosophies that Liberius is partial to. Not as a concept, nor in actual practice in reality, does the left 
despise the freedom that Liberius speaks of. In fact, everything that the left does, the acts they wish to 
normalize, the policies that they wish to enforce, et cetera, all of that sort of thing is done by them in the 
name of freedom, with freedom being the goal. That dissolute desire of theirs truly seems to be the cause, 
the cause that results in the effect which is their actions. They have a desire to achieve total liberty and 
human emancipation, and not a hatred against those things. Now, to support my case that the driving force 
behind the left is a desire for freedom, and not any kind of opposition against it, I will go over some of 
their specific behaviours which they are the most notorious for, and clearly explain why those behaviours 
are indeed motivated by a desire for freedom. 


Now, very obviously, when it comes to the topic of immigration, globalization, and mobility 
generally, the left very much supports all of those things, as those things increase the freedom of those 
who attain them. In our case, it has been masses of people from Asia, Africa, and elsewhere who have 
flooded into our homelands. They have been granted freedom, freedom to live in a location which they 
did not have easy access to previously, and that freedom was granted to them by the left, it’s really quite 
simple. If we are the right-wingers, and we are against open borders and globalization, which are things 


that provide more liberty to people, then does that not make us the ones who ultimately support order and 
regulation over freedom? 


On the issue of race, it is still the left, and not the right, who are the ones that support freedom. 
There is absolutely nothing related to liberty, in the idea of someone restricting who women can and 
cannot select as partners, based on the race of the desired partner. Yet, it is only the right, and not the left, 
which desires to impose such restrictions. So here again, the right is on the side of orderliness, and 
restriction, while it is the left which seeks to attain emancipation. 


It is a similar situation in regards to women as a whole. The left wishes to quite literally free 
them, to remove restrictions and boundaries which were previously imposed on them. The left wants them 
to be emancipated, while it is we who want things to return to a more orderly state, in which women do 
not have the near unlimited freedom to do as they please which they have now largely gained, thanks to 
the left which has granted them liberty. So, how exactly can we claim to be the ones who are against 
authortitarianism, when everything that we go against is liberalism, which itself operates to achieve it’s 
goal of total human emancipation? All of our core goals, which we hold in common, whether we are 
christian right-wingers, Pagan right-wingers, or atheist right-wingers, all revolve around the removal of 
the freedoms recently gained by collectives who’s current interests are in opposition to the interests of our 
own collective. 


Now that I have given a more realistic picture of the left, I will go into more detail about the 
precise flaws in the method of argument used by Liberius. I believe that there is a very clear explanation 
as to why Liberius and others like him view the left the way that they do, as a force that is supposedly 
fundamentally in opposition to so called freedom. This distorted view originates from the presence of a 
solipsistic perspective, which is all too common among people from all walks of life nowadays. Liberius 
perceives the left as a force against freedom simply because the doctrines of the left, when they are 
installed, happen to hinder the ability of Liberius to engage in behaviours that he personally wants to 
engage in, behaviours which explicitly attack the freedom of other people. 


Allow me to explain this further. The left wishes to stop Liberius specifically from owning a 
firearm. That is not because the left hates freedom, but rather it is because they wish to stop Liberius and 
others like him from using their firearms to possibly initiate a revolt that would take away the freedom of 
others, or alternatively to stop him from using his firearm in an attack of some kind which might take the 
lives of several people away or otherwise hinder and threaten the march of total human emancipation in 
any way. 


The left wants to stop Liberius from saying certain words regarding certain people, not because 
the left despises liberty, but because the left wants liberty to be granted to the groups which those now 
forbidden terms describe. If we were allowed to openly refer to people in the vindictive way that we 
formerly did, the liberty and peace of mind of those groups would be threatened. The left is the force for 
emancipation, and so it seeks to emancipate those groups, by preventing us from hindering their interests 
and thereby their freedom. One of the ways we formerly hindered their interests was by applying 
inflammatory rhetoric upon them, and negatively categorizing them in that way, and so the left seeks to 
stop us from doing that. The left does not want to cease discrimination and so called free speech because 
they hate liberty, rather, they do this because they are the true allies of total human emancipation. 


So, Liberius, perceiving that the left hinders the actions that he wishes to take, does not look at 
the reason why the left hinders him in such a way. He observes the effect, which is that his personal 
freedom has been taken away, and so he naively believes that the effect of his freedom being eroded is 
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really the cause, and that the left at it’s core is a collective that merely wants to remove freedom. Thereby, 
he confuses the effect with the cause. 


Because he does not examine things in a nuanced way, but only views things solipsistically, from 
his own perspective, he does not see that the left are the faction who seek emancipation, and that we 
ultimately have very different goals. It is we who wish for society to be reformed into a monogamous, 
patriarchal, warlike collective, which highly esteems a quiet agricultural life as the ancient Romans and 
many other European states once did. To create that reality, we must abandon the freedom idolatry that 
Liberius and his ilk engage in. The left, unquestionably, are the ones who are the fighters for total 
freedom. They only want to restrict things which allow us to restrict others. The left does indeed enforce 
liberty, just not for those like us who wish to fight against it. 


Now, I will give my own attempt at the answer to the question at hand, which is about what the 
true nature of the left is at it’s core. 


I want to make it clear that I do not view myself ultimately as an enemy of freedom, though what 
I mean by freedom in this instance is true freedom, and not the false, idolatrous form of freedom offered 
by the left. That false version of freedom is what the libertarian philosophy of Liberius idealizes, and I 
believe that if the right wishes to survive, we must look back further in time than the eighteenth century to 
find a system that is both true and effective. 


True freedom is a positive thing, and it can only logically mean to be in allegiance with the 
creator, who is both powerful and loving, and who is quick to forgive. The singular way that our creator 
can be reached is through his son, who incarnated on earth, in Judea, about two thousand years ago. 


It is plainly evident to me, that the left in it’s true essence is a force against christianity, and 
thusly a force against god himself, the creator of all things. That can be the only real explanation as to 
why the left is so indescribably vile, so incalculably hideous, and so malevolently evil. The reason they 
are that way, is because they are in league with Satan, and all of his demons, and they are partial to him 
whether they admit to it or not. It is because they are the servants of Satan that they strive so vigorously 
for total freedom, which really is only a false, illusory form of freedom, that is presented to them as 
enticing by the devil, and, unfortunately, out of their own free will, the leftists choose willingly to fall 
under the Satanic delusion. 


All of the doctrines of the left are in opposition to the holy scriptures, which are divinely inspired, 
whether anyone likes it or not. Many among the left even openly proclaim themselves to be on the side of 
the devil, and their many abominations should be more than enough proof as to what their true motivation 
is. 


So I contend that the true essence of the left is actually a demonic, anti-christian essence, and that 
they are ultimately not the enemies of some vague, eighteenth century philosophical concept of liberty or 
freedom, but that they are the enemies of true freedom, and thusly, the enemies of the lord our god, the 
very creator of the universe himself. It is the left who are in league with Satan, who could be described as 
the original leftist. If we wish to defeat the left, we must return to our god, and to his church, only in that 
way may we achieve the unity and organization required to defeat the monstrous forces of our enemies. 


That concludes my speech. Was my reasoning true, Witch? Was my argument sound? 


*Vinegar Tom gets up and paces back and forth for a moment. He ceases pacing, and then looks at The 
Witch momentarily, before he returns to resting. * 


The Witch: Some of your criticisms of the speech which preceded your own were quite insightful, but 
ultimately your argument was not sound. You lack a significant amount of historical knowledge that is 
necessary for a more complete understanding, and you also fail to detect many of the dire implications 
and detriments that your own doctrines inherently entail upon your own faction. 


Simplician: But how could that be? Seriously, what other system or philosophy in this world could lay out 
things so clearly and perfectly for us as christianity? How could there be any better doctrine for our 
faction? 


Vegetius: If I may now speak, I will. I think that Simplician is close to the truth here. The Witch 
confirmed to us however that he did not ultimately get it right, and as she just stated, his argument lacks 
some important knowledge. I however believe that I have the information required to expound the true 
solution here. 


The Witch: Go ahead then, let us hear what you have to say. 


Vegetius: I would say firstly that Simplician is certainly on the right track with his argument generally, 
and that his criticisms of the argument of Liberius are all very apt. Now, as we know, his argument is not 
completely sound. I believe that the reason for this is that he focuses too narrowly on christianity 
specifically, which limits the scope of his philosophy in several ways, and thusly he closes himself off to 
vast quantities of wisdom which can be obtained by systems other than christianity. I am of course, not 
saying that christianity has nothing good in it, or that we should cast it away completely, certainly not. 


I have instead come to the conclusion that christianity is one expression of a universal, perennial 
truth, which is manifest in other religions, philosophies, and metaphysical systems, all of which are 
drawing from the same divine source. 


To further clarify my idea, I will compare christianity with some other systems, from a diverse 
range of locations, and explain how they all ultimately express an absolute, immaterial, higher 
metaphysical reality, which precedes our own lower reality, that is, our transient physical reality. 


Initially, I will articulate the basics of the christian metaphysical system, and then the 
comparisons will begin. I would say that the doctrine of original sin, or the fall of man, is the most 
essential one to all of the denominations of christianity which exhibit any shred of orthodox scriptural 
exegesis. Without the fall of man, the entirety of christian doctrine would be directionless and empty, as 
without the presence of original sin, there would be no reason for man to be in need of salvation, and so 
there would be no reason for a savior to bring salvation. So, in the doctrine of original sin, a philosophical 
precedent is set, one which is mentally and spiritually foundational for the maintenance of the 
conscientious and orderly behaviour of any given population of people. Within that precedent, it is made 
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clear to those who believe in it that the world, the reality in which we dwell, is in a fallen state, under the 
influence of satan, and that it would be desirable for man to exit this disharmonious state of things. 
Through the operations of the church, and also simply through reading scripture, the christian believer can 
discover exactly how to act in a way that is pleasing to god, and ultimately they are given salvation. Yes, 
the denominations vary in opinion as to how much, and in what particular way faith and works play their 
parts in that process, but practically any of the denominations, no matter what their opinion on that 
specific doctrinal issue is, are still better options for our cause than the common modern ideology, which 
provides no foundational system for our people to clearly discern the world around them. We find in 
christianity a relatively clear delineation of black and white, of good and evil, and this clarity is what 
guides a people into salvation, and out of destruction. Goodness from god in christianity is didactic, 
truthful, and divine, the evil is degenerate, deceptive, and satanic. 


This discernment is found not only in christianity however, and if we observe other examples of 
ancient metaphysical systems, we can see the undeniable parallels appear before us. Zoroastrianism is a 
system that originates in Persia, and is centuries older than the faith of Simplician, and yet it contains 
many undeniably strong similarities. Firstly there is a very clear and pertinent distinguishment between 
good and evil. In place of god and satan, there is ahura mazda and angra mainyu respectively. Ahura 
mazda, much like the christian god, is partial to order, goodness, light, truthfulness, and righteousness. 
His adversary is angra mainyu, a rebellious being, much like satan in christian metaphysics, and he is 
associated with chaos, evil, darkness, deception, and dissolution, also much like satan. In zoroastrianism 
we find the concepts of asha and druj, highly reminiscent to the christian ideas of holiness and sin. Within 
both dyads that I just mentioned, the former element is one of divinity, and the latter is of the infernal. 
Also note that in both faiths, and within the others that I will mention, the divine is associated with the 
heavenly, the transcendental, the metaphysical, the eternal, and the immaterial, while the infernal is partial 
to the earthly, the temporal, the transient, the corporeal, or essentially the material world, the fallen world 
that we live in. 


This ontological division of things in philosophy is known as dualism. As I have said before, it is 
a categorical necessity within society itself, as without it, there is no clear delineation between good and 
evil. Dualism is present not only in christianity and zoroastrianism, but indeed is present to some degree 
in all of the major world religions of today, though it tellingly does not appear in the secular leftist 
ideologies which have caused us so much grief. 


Within yet another system buddhism, there is a very clear line drawn between what is material 
and what is divine. The transient material realm is connected to a disharmonious, cyclical state of death 
and suffering. To escape this, humans must ascend the eight-fold path, to reach the perfect spiritual state 
of nirvana. In order to start on that path, human beings, who are born ignorant, must be awoken. So tell 
me, is this not very similar to christianity, in which the material world is a fallen realm of sin, and humans 
must receive baptism and lead a life of holiness in order to defeat the satanic realm, and achieve 
salvation? Let us go through one more of the world’s main religions, taoism. Within that system, there 
exists the classic conception of yin and yang, wherein yin symbolizes fear, anger, darkness, death, 
restriction and the earth. The yang is emblematic of light, life, warmth, strength, trust, and heaven. 
Indeed, I could increase the length of my argument almost indefinitely, simply by listing the strikingly 
undeniable correlations between the metaphysical systems of the worlds religions. I could go into detail 
about sikhism, islam, modern Hinduism, and others, and we would see that all of them posess what 
appears to be the same core foundation of dualism. Something else that all of these systems have in 
common in addition to philosophical dualism, is a central focus on prayer and meditation, providing a 
direct and personal connection to the divine. 
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Now, I am far from being the first person to ever recognize these similarities, and for me to 
pretend like I am the first right-winger to ponder them would be silly. There is a whole philosophical 
school built around this, which goes by the name of perennialism. In this doctrine, it is understood that 
each of the world’s religions contain parallel truths which are immaterial, universal, and everlasting. The 
truths themselves stem from what most know as god, but which is also referred to philosophically as the 
one, the absolute, and the good. I propose that the left, while indeed under the influence of satanic evil as 
Simplician said, is actually under control ultimately of what the satan concept of the christian religion 
truly expresses, which is the universal spirit of chaos, disorder, materialism, and death, which has been 
known as satan, angra mainyu, iblis, Rahu, Yaldabaoth, and other such names. This is why the left does 
not only fight against the christian religion, but rather, it erodes traditionalism in whatever nation in which 
it is present. 


As I have said, I believe that Simplician’s answer was very near to being correct. Where I think 
he went wrong, was in only holding to one expression of the absolute, christianity, and thereby excluding 
the validity of the other emanations of the divine, including all of the various ones which our own 
ancestors held to before christianity had appeared. 


I can clearly anticipate what counterarguments might be brought against me. Many might say that 
my philosophy is reductionistic, and that I rely too much on overgeneralization. Some right-wingers 
specifically might claim that perennialism is actually itself a left-wing philosophy, because it promotes 
careless hybridization of different races and cultures. They would point to various pacifists and other such 
people who believe in perennialism as evidence for their claim. In response to them, I would simply point 
out the fact that there have been many renowned and highly advanced philosophers who were right-wing 
perennialists. Additionally, these philosophers are some of the most truly terrifying figures in the eyes of 
leftists, because the left intuitively realizes that the perennial philosophy has totally figured out their 
methods of operation, and what they really are, whereas libertarian writers more commonly associated 
with the right-wing only present an elementary view on things. Just think about the fact that you will find 
plenty of leftists who believe in christ and devotedly attend church, and you will also finds legions of 
them who enjoy the works of Orwell and other such writers. But, has there ever been a leftist who is a 
devoted acolyte of the works of Julius Evola? Has any leftist professed Guenon’s The Crisis of the 
Modern World to be his favourite work? Certainly not. 


Indeed, Evola has been called “The most right-wing man to ever live”, and he himself identified 
not as a christian in the typical sense, but as a “catholic Pagan’, because he was firmly and categorically 
partial to the philosophy of perennialism. 


Now, to address those who would accuse me of being a reductionist, I would simply say that you 
cannot refute the fact that all of these faiths have unignorable similarities. Yes, there are differences 
between them. I have never denied that. But if one takes the time to inspect things more closely, it 
becomes very apparent that the differences between each group, which usually come down to things such 
as rituals, marginal dogmas, dress, and exclusivism are rather superficial, and limited to the exoteric 
domain. When examining the core inner mechanics of the various systems however, we see that there is 
indeed an undeniable relation within the esoteric domain, the connection cannot be denied, because all of 
those related emanations stem from the same source, which is the absolute. 


So, in conclusion of my argument, I will reiterate what I believe to be the core metaphysical 
essence of the left. Leftism stems from an ancient evil which has gone by many names, and which has 
been interlinked with the material world since it’s inception. It derives not from satan alone, but from 
satan and from all of the other names that the cosmic spirit of deception and evil has gone by through the 
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ages. Chaos utilizes naturalism and materialism to attack mysticism and meditation. Leftists themselves, 
as long as they are partial to the wider philosophy of leftism, are agents of primordial deceit and darkness, 
and act in opposition to all light, all goodness, and all of the attributes of god on a universal level. 


That is all I have to say for my answer. What is the verdict, Witch? 


The Witch: Vinegar Tom will let us know. 


*Vinegar Tom glances at the fireplace, where some small orange flames flicker casually. The fire 
suddenly changes colours, appearing as a blend of lavender and turquoise. From out of the multicoloured 
flames emerges a phantasmal and iridescent bluish-green image, seemingly a kind of portal, peering into 
another realm. Visible in the portal is an ancient Sea Serpent of powerful size, floating calmly within a 
vast library, which contains towering shelves of arcane books. The Sea Serpent looks steadily at Vinegar 
Tom for a moment, before nonchalantly turning around and floating away into another part of the library, 
out of view of the portal. The portal displaying the scene remains open for a brief instance, before fading 
away. Vinegar Tom then glances towards The Witch, who looks back at him for a moment, before Vinegar 
Tom then looks away and resumes his relaxation.* 


The Witch: Your argument, though thoughtful indeed, was not correct. 


Vegetius: I simply do not understand. What then could the answer possibly be, if there is an answer at all? 
How can I know that this is not just some kind of mischievous game that you are playing with us, a game 
in which we attempt to respond to a question with no answer? 


The Witch: There most certainly is a correct answer, even if you are not aware of it’s existence. Don’t 
think that I would bother to waste time playing the fictional game that you just described. 


Vegetius: Why then was my answer incorrect? I was absolutely confident in it. Was it due to 
reductionism? 


The Witch: Actually, reductionism was not something that caused your argument to fail. Though you 
successfully perceived defects in Simplician’s reasoning, you went to the wrong sources to obtain your 
solution. 


Vegetius: So, Arimanides, you are the only one who can get us out of this now. All of us have tried and 
failed to solve the question, which superficially seems as though it should be a rather easy thing to 
answer, as the only act required is merely describing what something actually is. 
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Arimanides: Well, it is a question that I incidentally have spent a lot of time pondering throughout my 
life. I do believe that I can adequately answer it, indeed, though I know that my answer will not be a short 
one, nor will it be easy to hear for many of those who adhere to our general ideology. 


The Witch: Speak wisely then, or else you and your three companions will not leave this forest alive. 


Arimanides: Before I give what I believe to be the correct answer, it will be necessary first for me to go 
through the arguments that failed, and, as concisely as I can, I will try to explain what exactly I believe 
each side got right, and wrong, while also mentioning the perspectives of each of my predecessors here 
tonight, to help understand why they think the way they do. After I have laid out a firm understanding 
regarding that, I will then be able to elucidate my own answer with greater clarity. 


So, we initially heard the speech of Liberius, which I think could be boiled down to “The left 
does things that I do not like, the left does things which hinder my interests, therefore the true nature of 
the left is to do things I don’t like and to hinder my interests.” Now, I want to make it quite clear that I 
don’t mean to personally insult Liberius or any of those like him, my words may sound harsh but they are 
quite true indeed, and also very necessary if we all wish to actually win against the left. I have been there 
myself, a staunch libertarian, and that is indeed the philosophy which the vast majority of young right- 
wingers start out at, before they move on to more definitively right-wing ideas as they get older. Also, it is 
worth noting that the vast majority of right-wingers who are above the age of forty seem to be 
libertarians, at least in English speaking countries as a whole, and that is simply due to the fact that most 
of those fellows have families, children, and jobs, and so are much more likely to mentally stay within the 
comfortable and familiar area of libertarianism, because the business of their lives often prevents them 
from delving deeper into politics and philosophy. We among the younger generations of right-wingers are 
more likely to move beyond libertarianism simply because we have a lot more time on our hands, and 
because we admittedly often have no spouse or children. 


It is simple, easy, comforting, and benign to say, “The left just hates freedom, and my side is the 
side that fights an honourable battle in defense of freedom.” The reason that it is so easy for so many to 
think that way in the first place, is because we who originate from the west are brainwashed from the 
cradle into a moral system that worships freedom and liberty. From what we are taught in school, to what 
we See in popular movies such as Star Wars, The Hunger Games, Transformers, you name it, the liberal 
morality of freedom worship is always there, and in films and other media, the “bad guys” are always 
portrayed as belonging to an oppressive empire that restricts freedom. 


Now, the argument of Liberius was already defeated well enough by Simplcian, but to reiterate 
briefly, Liberius viewed things too solipsistically. He saw things only through his own eyes, and he did 
not take account of the fact that in the eyes of the left, Liberius is the one who is the enemy against 
freedom, and the soldier of a corrupt and restrictive empire. Simplician also aptly described how the left 
indeed are often the ones who literally allow more freedoms to certain people, while the right commonly 
oppose the spread of those freedoms. 


That is all for the argument of Liberius. Now, regarding that of Simplician. Though his argument 
was longer and more complex, he nonetheless fell into the same defects as his predecessor, and that was 
ultimately due to a lack of knowledge, as The Witch said herself. Simplician said that the left at it’s core 
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was simply a satanic force, and he was wrong. The reason for his falsehood lies in the fact that 
christianity is ultimately not so very different from libertarianism, which itself cannot answer the question 
correctly. 


But how can that be? How exactly are libertarianism and christianity related in any way? And 
why can they not effectively answer the question of what the left even is? 


Well, the differences between the two systems are actually rather superficial. We know for a fact 
that historically, libertarianism was merely an offshoot of christian philosophy, though given a thin veneer 
of classical aesthetics to help conceal it’s christian origins. We can also know that they both are from the 
same philosophical bloodline simply by looking at their most fundamental ideas. Both systems expound a 
worldview which at it’s core is based around the worship of freedom, at the expense of order. 


Yes, I can already hear the christians shouting that they too love order and are not like the 
libertarians. They are wrong however. Their system worships freedom, though merely in a more deceptive 
and dishonest way than the libertarian system. The christian of course pretends that the only real freedom 
just so happens to be his idea of freedom, which he usually refers to as “true freedom’, or something 
along those lines. This tactic almost never succeeds in fooling outsiders however, and typically only 
serves to reinforce the christian ideology in the minds of those who are already sympathetic to it, 
especially those from western countries, where liberal freedom worship is preached to us from birth 
onwards. 


Christians are indeed being dishonest when they say they only desire “true freedom”, whatever 
that shall mean. We will see over this next portion of my argument that the christian tactic of saying “We 
believe in true freedom, freedom from the devil” is merely another form of the libertarian saying “We 
believe in freedom, freedom from restriction and regulation”. 


Before I further elucidate that point, I must mention the fact that with only a brief historical 
examination of our past, we see that our ancestors did not hold to the pervasive idea of freedom worship 
that is so widespread nowadays. To the ancient Germans, Celts, Romans, Greeks, and Slavs, liberty as a 
concept did not mean “To each his own, beauty is in the eye of the beholder, et cetera”, but rather liberty 
usually meant simply being free from the subjugation of foreigners. Even if some ancient philosophers 
did hold to an idea of freedom that which would be somewhat more familiar to us, it still did not even 
approximate the monstrous dimensions of the laissez-faire ideology that pervades this planet nowadays. 
With that made clear, I may now point out that within christianity, libertarianism and liberalism, the 
ultimate evil is conceived of not as being any kind of degeneracy or social dissolution itself, but rather, 
the ultimate form of evil is simply conceived of as anything that is committed to enforcing firm rules and 
regulations. Thus, both the christian and the libertarian are idolaters of the cult of absolute human 
freedom at any cost, no matter what horrors it may bring forth. 


“No! Not so!” says the christian right-winger. But I say yes, yes indeed. Let me remind everyone 
here that the only thing that got satan kicked out of paradise in christian mythology was “god’s” 
obsession with free will. “God” could’ve just stopped all the horrors and monstrosities of sin from ever 
occurring, and given humanity an existence within a righteous, harmonious, merry, orderly and beautiful 
universe, but no, the precious concept of “free will” was just too important. In some versions of the 
abrahamic story of satan’s fall, the only act that caused lucifer to be kicked out of paradise was the 
horrific, heinous, and oh so abominable “sin” of... wanting to enforce firm rules and restrictions on 
humanity, so that they could not degenerate themselves. 


17 


Now just to be clear, I am not stating that I myself wish to alter the world into a “perfect” state 
with no death, no time, no differentiation, and no conflict, nor do I believe that such a task is even 
possible. Rather, what I want to see is a world where myself, and those like myself do not have to be 
terrorized by the hideous and loathsome degeneracy of the left. 


But indeed, according to christians, the most crucial and divine act of them all, the singular 
moment of utmost importance, was god granting us so called “free will”, allegedly the most valuable gift 
that god ever gave to man. It is their view that this “god”, in all his supposedly infinite wisdom, thought 
that it would be better for people to have their oh so precious free will, and be able to bring unfathomable 
quantities of the most hideous degeneracy and filth into the cosmos, than to simply enforce rules like a 
just ruler ought to. 


The ubiquitous christian response to this is “Oh, but if we had no free will, we would be mere 
robots!” ...But is that so? Then what about their beloved dogs I say? Or any other pets that they have? 
According to them, animals do not have free will, and yet, they would never dare to consider their pets to 
be dreadful, soulless, mechanical automatons, certainly not. And yet paradoxically, according to them, 
anything that does not have the divine judaical gift of “free will” is a mere robot. Their adherence to a 
paradoxical and nonsensical semitic cult results from the fact that they do not love order deep down, but 
rather they love the freedom their faith gives them, the freedom to not take their political ideals seriously, 
and the freedom to degenerate as they please, but still end up in paradise in the end, so long as they keep 
submissively begging for forgiveness hard enough. 
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So, christians should really debate with libertarians less, considering the fact that the christian god 
seems to be a libertarian himself. Indeed, how exactly is he any different than the average libertarian or 
liberal who’s general sentiment is “Yeah, I’m fine with people engaging in hideous degeneracy and vile 
depravity, as long as they do it voluntarily.” The answer is that he isn’t different. He is just a liberal and 
nothing more. Thus is why so many right-wingers simply hybridize their christian faith with 
libertarianism, and this is also why so many leftists themselves are devout christians. 


“Oh! But god punishes people with hell! He is not a liberal!”, the christian right-winger 
desperately contends. Well, if the christians want to take that route, then they will have to say goodbye to 
their pathetic “People send themselves to hell, god is good and so never sends anybody to hell himself” 
excuse that they like to use so much. 


The right-wing christian at this point is left with but two options. He must either admit that his 
god is nothing more than a prototypical liberal, who because of his vile freedom obsession has ended up 
willingly allowing unfathomable horror to have free license to terrorize souls throughout the universe, or, 
the other option is for them to admit that their god is a heinous and despicable monster, who created 
helpless people in his own image only to have them tortured for all eternity. If god does not send people 
to hell, but allows them to “send themselves”, then he is a negligent and vile liberal. If on the other hand 
he does send people to hell, he is a hideously depraved judaic monster. Those are the only two options 
available for christians. 


Of course, their god does not exist in the first place, and there are other systems besides 
christianity that expound far more sane doctrines. Now that I have quite soundly defeated Simplician’s 
argument, and destroyed the idea that christianity is anything other than proto-liberalism, it is necessary 
for me to move on to the argument of Vegetius, to see where he went wrong. 


If we examine his reasoning, we see that he tries to incorporate systems other than christianity, 
but similar to christianity in the various ways that he described, into his argument. The problem is not that 
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he tried to use other systems, but rather, he incorporated other systems which were erroneous themselves, 
and additionally, he clung on to christianity in at least some capacity, and thereby clung to a form of 
liberalism itself. 


All of those other systems that he mentioned, taoism, buddhism, sikhism, et cetera, are, contrary 
to what perennialists like him would have you believe, not impossibly ancient and eternal doctrines. They 
are manmade, and indeed, most of them are not even as old as christianity. Hinduism, one example that he 
used which is older than christianity, has altered and warped over countless generations to conform to the 
general philosophical course that all of the worlds religions have adhered to over roughly the past two 
thousand years. 


If he had tried to use sources for his argument which do not come from Asiatic life-denying belief 
systems, but instead only from ancient European systems, he would not have been able to form very 
strong connections between the examples and christianity. What I am getting at by saying that, is that the 
beliefs of our ancestors, the ones who lived before a foreign cult was forcefully imposed on them, largely 
bore little resemblance to christianity, or to any of the other systems that perennialists take their influence 
from. I challenge anyone to find from me just one example from the writings of Homer or Hesiod, two of 
the most antiquated and influential ancient Greek writers to have lived, even one instance in which any 
hero or god ever teaches anything remotely similar to “turn the other cheek”, or “judge not”, or quote to 
me just one instance where they explain that the only true path to the divine is by prayer, fasting and 
meditation. 


You will not find such examples, because they do not exist. They do not exist in those writings, 
because our ancestors did not hold to the ideas that perennialists claim are universal. Even in the ancient 
Greek writers that perennialists actually bother to read, most notably, Plato and other similar ones, there is 
still a very large disparity between those sources and christianity. I challenge anyone at all to read through 
The Laws of Plato, and then go ahead and read the new testament, and just see how vastly different and 
utterly incompatible the two systems are. For Plato, family is of utmost value, the death penalty is 
categorically important and must be maintained, and prayers with their accompanying sacrifices are to be 
made in public. For the authors of the new testament, the family must be despised, the death penalty done 
away with, and prayers are to be made in secrecy. 


They are not the same thing at all. Even on the esoteric level, whatever similarities that can be 
found are tenuous at best. 


Perennialists falsely perceive that all religions are universal, and stem from the same cosmic and 
divine source. In reality, the religions that the perennialist effectively perceives are only the ones of his 
era, those that he is familiar with. These religions are not universal, but rather they are particular, and 
share a common origin only in the fact that they originate from the continent of Asia, being first spawned 
largely by semites and other non-European peoples, from whence they spread and gained in power over 
approximately the past two thousand years. The contagion seems to have begun in Persia. With that being 
said, I must clear up the delusion that many right-wing perennialists and esotericists have, namely that the 
ancient Persians were cosmic Aryan demi-gods, or something along those lines. By the time the Persians 
had produced the Zoroastrian texts, they had already mixed themselves with semites to a significant 
degree, and I would contend that their mixing is likely what caused them to mentally spawn dualistic 
beliefs in the first place. Within the latter books of The Histories of Herodotus, it is made disturbingly 
clear why the ancient Persians were categorically not the friends of Europeans. 


One more thing worth mentioning is that Vegetius and others of his philosophical school are very 
fixated on the idea of dualism, and of enforcing a perception of the material world as being inherently 
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“fallen”, “evil”, “typhonic”, or “satanic” by the means of philosophical dualism. They have the ridiculous 
idea that forcing people to believe in dualism, and to see the fabric of reality as inherently evil, will 
somehow make people more virtuous. They could not be more categorically wrong in that regard. 
Dualistic belief has been demonstrably proven to cause passive lethargy at best, but also haughty, 
hypocritical arrogance, and catastrophically horrific mental illness in more severe cases. It leads to the 
woefully common illusion of “mind over matter”, which itself is a core motivating factor that causes so 
many men to mutilate their reproductive organs, and then deludedly believe that they have managed to 
change into something that they are not. Dualism also is lethal because of how it universalizes values in a 
rigid and inflexible way. Instead of recognizing the fact that anger, violence, deception, and cunning 
sometimes can be useful, and can help to defend the interests of a state or family, such as in the Trojan 
war, when the Greeks constructed their famous Trojan horse, or at the end of The Odyssey, when 
Odysseus employed cunning tactics with the help of the goddess Athena to win against a debauched band 
of suitors, the dualist, be he a christian or a perennialist, merely brands all such clever tactics as universal 
evils, never to be utilized in any case at all, and he thereby cuts off his own route to victory. 


I once again present a challenge. Go and read the most ancient Indo-European literature that still 
exists, the texts which all exceed most dualist literature in age. The //iad, the Odyssey, Theogony, the 
Oresteia, the Rigveda, and other similar texts, even if they are fragmentary. Go through those pages, and 
see if you can genuinely find any microscopic sentiment or faint shred of dualism in there. 


If you try, you will be unable to, and you might even find sentiments which could be described as 
directly oppositional to dualism. In the Theogony, Chaos is actually the very first thing to come into 
existence. 


Ultimately, perennialists, gnostics, and christians see the material world as evil, fallen, and satanic 
merely because they themselves have not had an ideal time while living in the material world. Their creed 
is simply a form of solipsism, as they think that the world is inherently evil based only upon the fact that 
they themselves happen to see it that way. The perennialist differs from the christian only in that he 
usually is more pretentious, and overconfident in his own intellect, because he thinks that he can see some 
grand cosmic pattern, even more grand and more cosmic than the one that the christian thinks he can see, 
that everyone else is blind to. 


I think that the reason the argument of Vegetius failed was due to the fact that he essentially only 
presented a slightly modified version of Simplician’s false argument, which itself was only a superficially 
altered version of the false argument of Liberius. The three of them together boil down ultimately to 
something along the lines of “The left does things that I don’t like, therefore the essence of the left is 
being bad”. 


Now, this is not a genuine answer to the question at hand for two reasons. 


Firstly, it does no good for us to simply say that the left is “evil” or “hates freedom’, because by 
doing so, we block our own potential understanding of what their real motives are. To simply brand an 
opposing group under a generic label is indeed an easy, comforting, and intuitive tactic to use, but that 
does not mean that it is either conducive to understanding the truth, or helpful in effectively combatting 
the enemy. 


To actually understand what the left is in reality, we are going to have to drop the “they are just 
evil satanists who hate freedom” rhetoric. Now, just because we are doing away with that label, it does 
not mean that we automatically accept leftist philosophy, or in any way condone their actions. On the 
contrary, when we do away with childish labels, we open the door leading to the metaphorical chamber of 
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proper understanding. It is extremely difficult to defeat something if one does not even know what it is 
they are attempting to defeat. Once we know what they actually are, we can then understand how to 
effectively combat them. I will remind everyone here that plenty of right-wingers from the past have 
already taken the generic opinion of “the left are just evil freedom haters”, and none of them were able to 
actually win against the left ultimately. So that is one problem with the common right-wing argument 
elucidated, the problem of simply brushing off our opponents by applying generic labels to them. 


The second issue in the common argument is found in it’s inherent tendency to occlude the 
existence of relativity in both nature, and politics, which itself falls within the wider umbrella of nature. 


The concept of relativity itself is something which, though demonstrably evident, and a critically 
important notion to have when it comes to a clear understanding of the world, is something which is not 
taught at all in our pre-college educational institutions, and it is certainly not taught within the most 
common right-wing thinking systems, libertarianism and christianity. In christianity, libertarianism, and 
the general liberal morality that is taught to us in educational institutions, the entire existence of relativity 
is either ignored, or considered to be outright false. 


But what exactly is relativity? What is this word that so few people of today can define? 


Before I clearly elucidate what it is, I should make it clear that I am not talking about Einstein’s 
theory. By relativity, I mean the existence of differentiation between things in reality, and the resultant 
phenomena of manifold relations between things, and perspectives on things which are experienced by 
living organisms. 


Let me make this more clear, if that last sentence was somewhat obscure. We are here, in a realm 
where things exist. Things are not all the same however, and they exist in a practically incalculable 
variety. Thus, certain statements which can be verbalized by us, do in fact change their validity when 
applied to different things, even things which are closely related to us, or within our own families. Some 
examples will help make this yet more understandable. Imagine a stone small enough to easily hold 
within the human hand, sitting on a riverbank. When compared with a tree growing not far from the river, 
the stone indeed is quite small, in so far as it relates to the tree. But however, when the stone is compared 
to a grain of sand resting not far away from it, the stone then becomes the big participant within the 
relation. Another similar example can be thought of utilizing numbers. The number five hundred is a 
small number when it is compared to a number like seventy thousand. However, the number five hundred 
can be a big number, when we compare it with the number eight. We see by these examples of relativity 
that many descriptions of things are only valid in so far as they relate to qualities of the participants in the 
relationship itself. For example, an adult elephant is only seen as “big” to us because we are in fact much 
smaller than adult elephants. If our average height as a species was overnight changed to ninety feet, then 
elephants would no longer be thought of as being “big” by us. So we see that what is big within one 
perspective is often little within another perspective. If all things in existence were eternally of the exact 
same size and proportion, the terms “big” and “small” would become meaningless words, as there would 
be no differentiation between related objects for those words to describe. Thusly, the concepts of big and 
small are relative ones, as they could not exist without each other, and they only exist in relation to one 
another, hence why the phenomenon is known as relativity. 


Now, the existence of relativity does not only effect the reality of rather simple concepts like 
physical proportions. It does indeed also extend it’s hegemony into the realm of relations that go well 
beyond geometry, and into ecology and sociology. 
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Most crucial to understand, is the fact that in nature, what is beneficial to one species, one 
collective, or even to one individual animal, is often detrimental to another species, collective, or 
individual. This of course extends to human beings as well, as we are indeed part of nature whether we 
wish to acknowledge that fact or not. This reality exists in sharp contrast to the liberal utilitarian idea 
which is ingrained into the wider conciousness of the population of western countries, namely the idea 
that what benefits one person always benefits another person. In reality, we can see countless examples of 
how the interests of many living organisms clash with the interests of others, humans of course not being 
exempt. 


The Venus flytrap benefits from eating, eating is in the interest of the Venus flytrap. However, the 
Venus flytrap’s desire to eat often hinders the desire of various insects to live, when said insects are 
trapped and slowly consumed by the Venus flytrap. In that case, what was beneficial to one party, the 
plant, was detrimental and fatal to another party, the insects. Likewise with the case of a gharial hunting a 
fish. It is beneficial for the gharial to eat, but it is not beneficial for a fish to be eaten. It is detrimental for 
the gharial if the fish escapes, but it is beneficial for the fish to escape the jaws of the gharial. Let us 
examine a case in which the inputs of beneficial and detrimental cover the interests of entire collectives, 
and not just individual organisms. A vast swathe of prairie grass wants to grow, and not to be trampled 
and eaten. A herd of Buffalo however wish to eat and live, and to do so they require both a source of food 
to eat, and a vast space on which to exist physically. The Buffalo herd emerges out of an aspen forest, and 
onto the vast swathe of prairie grass. The herd begins to reside there, and to feed on the grasses. After an 
undefined amount of time, all of the grass within the swathe is destroyed, either by trampling or feeding 
enacted by the Buffalo herd. By these examples, we see that the concepts of beneficial and detrimental are 
relative ones, just as much as the concepts of big and small are. 


With that being said, I want to make it very clear that Iam well aware of the many nuances 
contained within nature, and I categorically do not deny their existence. I do not contend that organisms 
only wish to fight one another, and that they never cooperate harmoniously with each other. On the 
contrary, I think that cooperation is probably just as prevalent in nature as conflict is. It can be observed 
when bees pollinate the flowers of plants and simultaneously gain nectar, and in other such cases in which 
the behaviour which benefits one party is also beneficial to the other party. 


Something else worth mentioning is the fact that just because a creature or a collective perceives 
something to be beneficial, that does not always mean that what they are perceiving is in their biological 
interests. Health and sickness are objective, and it is not correct to say that anyone can do anything that 
they want and still have it be healthy simply because they view it as healthy from their perspective. 
Sometimes a fish may swallow prey that is simply too large, and thereby have it’s own internal organs 
ruptured upon swallowing the oversized meal, leading to death for both the predator and it’s prey. Herds 
of cattle can sometimes overgraze a vast area too severely, to the point that the cattle destroy their own 
food source while also severely damaging the entire ecosystem, negatively effecting all of the organisms 
that live there. Human beings, especially those of us living today, are especially prone to engaging in 
behaviours which we perceive to be beneficial to us, but which in fact are biologically detrimental. There 
is a nearly innumerable amount of examples I could list regarding that. 


One more thing on this point that I must make clear is the fact that the existence of relativity does 
not make the world into an incomprehensible, orderless ‘tabula rasa’, which human beings are free to 
warp and mutilate as they see fit. There are two main camps of people who espouse that view. One is 
formed by right-wingers, particularly right-wingers who are christians or perennialists. They say that 
having a naturalistic or relativistic worldview provides no foundation for any ideology. The other group 
that espouses the same view is made up of left leaning people, usually males, who are of average 
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intelligence, but think themselves to be quite profound. They too believe that the existence of relativism 
invalidates mathematics and science into mere human constructs that exist in name only, but contrary to 
the right-wingers who also believe that way, these types on the other hand actually want to invalidate the 
existence of math and science, because they perceive those things to be limiting. Sometimes, people also 
try to claim that the existence of relativity gives philosophical grounds for radical individualism. These 
claims are all patently false. 


To refute their opinion is not terribly difficult. I will first point out the fact that ‘no man is an 
island’, and that healthy humans are demonstrably collective creatures by nature. Next, I will make it 
clear that relativity does in no way challenge the existence of mathematics and geometry, nor does it 
disprove the realities of biology, taxonomy, ecology, sociology, psychology, or other such sciences. What 
it does challenge, however, is any scientific justification for the present liberal moral system that we live 
under, which itself is a mere offshoot of christianity, a religion that denies the relativity of things and 
pretends that they are universal, much in the same way that it’s offspring, liberalism does. In liberalism 
and christianity, certain things are dualistically made out to be universal evils, in every single case, no 
matter what. This sounds appealing superficially, but it actually has severe drawbacks for us, which I 
explained earlier in my argument when I discussed dualism. 


When we view things through a more naturalistic or relativistic lens however, we can see things 
on a biological level, grounded in demonstrable evidence, instead of seeing things in the flimsy and 
illusory way that christianity and perennialism offer. Instead of things being divine or evil, we find things 
healthy and unhealthy, biologically beneficial and biologically detrimental. Rather than viewing our 
potential mistakes as “sins” which are of no real consequence because they may instantly be forgiven, we 
can view our possible mistakes as lethal and sometimes fatal instances with permanent consequences, 
which must be avoided carefully, because they cannot be immediately wiped away. We may no longer 
view certain behaviours as sinful evils, which only god can forgive, but we can see them instead as 
despicable and disgusting biological degeneracy, which we shall never forgive or accept. Instead of 
viewing our most bitter opponents as ensouled beings created in god’s image, and thusly worthy of our 
respect and forgiveness, we can instead start to see them as our natural opponents within the realm of 
nature, our biological enemies, who must be defeated at all costs. Instead of believing that “god” will one 
day come down from heaven and quickly fix everything for us, we may instead know that there is no 
magical being who is going to appear to save us, and that victory shall only belong to us if we are willing 
to fight with the utmost ferocity. 


But how exactly does all this relate back to the argument? Why have I talked for such length 
about this concept? The reason that this idea is of such importance is because it shows us the second of 
the two flaws in the basic right-wing explanation of what the left is, and it also opens up for us the path to 
the true answer of the question at hand. 


The first flaw in the common right-wing argument is, as I said, that it simply dismisses the whole 
topic by applying a childish label onto something that needs to be properly examined and understood. The 
second flaw is that it inherently hides the existence of relativity, by proclaiming the left to be “evil”, or 
“demonic”, or “anti-freedom”. By applying such labels, it falsely presumes that we are the universally 
“divine” or “pro-freedom” faction. That presumption is false, because as I have very clearly elucidated, 
the political concepts which we refer to as “goodness” and “freedom” are in reality, often relative ones. 
What is good for one collective is evil for another collective, and likewise the freedom of one group is the 
enslavement of another. Let us examine the issue of immigration as an example. It is good for low status 
Mexican men to flood into the United States, where they have a greater chance of achieving a better life, 
thusly they flood into the United States. It is bad for low status white men when hordes of foreign males 
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flood into their nations, increasing both economic competition and sexual competition, and thusly low 
status white men oppose immigration. There are countless other such political examples which I could 
mention here. The point is that both sides will label the other side as “evil” or “satanic”, when what is 
happening in reality is actually only biological competition for mates and resources within nature. Once 
we have thrown off the shroud of dualism, and begin to understand the biological nature of politics, and 
the relativity of political perspectives, we are then within view of the genuine answer to the question of 
what the true nature of the left is. 


Now, with all of the other arguments examined appropriately, I may properly begin to give my 
own answer. 


I maintain that the left is a human collective force within the world. Their existence is composed 
figuratively of two primary components, or spheres. One is exoteric, and apparent to the world, while the 
other is esoteric, and is fully known only to a handful of people. Let us begin at the core of the thing, and 
ascend upwards through it, so that we see the full picture at the end. 


At the core of the left, we find it’s esoteric sphere, the main component without which the rest of 
the apparatus would not exist. The esoteric sphere itself is composed of the biological interests of the 
human female sex. This may sound utterly outrageous to the uninitiated, but the truth of it is highly 
evident due to the fact that all of the most prominent and core political desires of the left ultimately serve 
only to advance the biological interests of human females, along with a very small collective of males to a 
limited extent. Remember, interest is a relative thing, and the interests of the males within one species 
often clash with the interests of the females which belong to the same species, especially when it comes to 
mating. Since female sexuality is different than male sexuality in several ways, it is only natural that their 
interests clash with male interests. How exactly this conflict manifests politically will soon become more 
clear. 


Now, it is already very widely known that women are almost comically more likely to be left- 
wing than men are. Let anyone look at the election maps for the United States which only account for 
female votes, and observe that almost the entire country has become so blue that it appears to have sunken 
below the waves, as one example of the phenomenon. I have not examined the data coming from other 
countries, but I am certain that the results would be strikingly similar. To flesh things out even further, let 
us concisely go through the desires of the left, and we shall notice how they all tie back to the biological 
desires of human females. Firstly, immigration. The left is bent on flooding an absurd and nearly endless 
quantity of foreigners into our countries. It is no secret that women, including some who proclaim 
themselves to be “apolitical” or even “right-wing”, typically have no problem with the idea of unfettered, 
unlimited, mass immigration. This is because by allowing such levels of migration, they dramatically 
increase the amount of men, potential partners in their area, to choose from. Men oppose immigration 
because it only adds more men into our communities, where competition is already so intense. Women 
also don’t see a problem with mass immigration because throughout human history they were far less 
likely to be the victims of massacres which occurred during conquests than men were. Women captured in 
conflicts were usually simply absorbed into the conquering collective, whereas the defeated men were all 
either slaughtered or castrated and enslaved. Thus we males have naturally developed so called 
“xenophobia”, which is really nothing more than a healthy instinct directed towards the preservation of 
our biological interests. Let’s move on to so called “racism”, which is closely intertwined with 
immigration in politics. Women generally despise racism, because they know that there are men from 
races other than their own, that they could potentially find attractive and desire intimacy with. Women 
know that racism existing in large quantities among the men of their own countries is likely to cause those 
men to advocate against accepting foreigners into the country, and women have nothing against letting 


24 


foreigners in, because as I have explained, they know that some select few men among those foreigners 
might be potentially desirable partners. 


Before I go on to the next point, I want to make it clear that despite everything, it is indeed 
demonstrably true that white women are still overwhelmingly sexually loyal to white men, and that they 
generally prefer not to date outside of their own race, while most of the other races of women favour 
white men over the men of their own races, when given the choice. It must be known however that the 
loyalty of white women does not derive from any moral or religious considerations, but is indeed caused 
instead by biology, as white men on average are considered to be the most attractive men by women 
generally. The reason for this is mainly due to the phenotype of Caucasian males simply appearing as 
more attractive to girls, and not because of some fanciful social brainwashing that leftists pretend is 
widespread. However, just because white men are usually seen as the more attractive group altogether, 
white women would still categorically prefer to date a tall and handsome foreigner over an unattractive 
specimen of a white male, and thus white women generally support immigration, which gives them that 
option should they need it. 


Now, moving away from issues of race, let’s examine issues of gender. Almost anyone should be 
able to figure out why women have so fervently advocated for their own rights, and I will not bother to go 
into intense detail about that. To summarize it briefly, it is in their perceived interests to be able to choose 
who they do and do not mate with. They would rather become single mothers, impregnated by one 
attractive man who has bred several other concubines, and receive supportive funds from the state, than 
be forced into a monogamous relationship with an average looking man, which was their general situation 
before they gained autonomy. All of the movement for women’s rights really centers around this one 
issue, that is, the female desire to only engage in sexual intimacy with the most attractive of men. This 
behaviour is evident not just in human women, but in females of countless other species within nature. 
Their ravenous desire to have the ability to kill their unwanted children ties into it to. In nature females 
kill their own babies all the time, or allow their babies to be killed, in cases where a bigger, tougher, more 
attractive mate than her previous mate comes along, and she deems him to be more important than her 
own young. 


It must be understood that all of the males want to breed with the females, but the females do not 
want to breed with all of the males, because the females are more selective by nature. The interests of the 
two collectives are in opposition, and what is advantageous to one, is disadvantageous to the other. 


Now, other right-wingers may contend that I am focusing too narrowly on only a single factor of 
the left, and branding what is only one component as it’s core aspect. Perhaps some right-wingers might 
also say that female sexuality has only been corrupted artificially, by a process of brainwashing 
implemented through the machinations of the jews and their corporations, communists, satanists, 
freemasons, the illuminati, bankers, or a combination of all of those elements. I myself was indeed 
formerly a convinced adherent of that belief, but, I now have come to another conclusion for multiple 
reasons. 


It is abundantly clear to me and to anyone who is not in denial about things that women were not 
all magically brainwashed into becoming hypergamous, as some right-wingers think, but rather, this 
desire was always with them, and was not artificially implanted by any means. I believe that leftism as a 
system is merely built around this desire of theirs, and not the other way around, as so many right-wingers 
believe. I no longer think that the general theory that many right-wingers hold to, about some vast and all 
powerful evil conspiracy is even backed up by any convincing evidence. Make no mistake, the left-wing 
bureaucracy is not as all powerful and indestructible as so many right-wingers would have you believe. 
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Moreover, I think it is actually in the interests of federal elements to promote that view, to bluff and make 
themselves appear to be practically omnipotent, because that delusion instills fear and timid lethargy 
among those who fall into it. Remember, the aim of federal agents against the far right, first and foremost 
is deradicalization. I would not be surprised if it was eventually revealed that the common conspiracy 
theories that right-wingers so fervently believe in, were all deliberately implemented into their discourses, 
in order to dumb them down and make them too afraid to ever try to take tangible action against the left. 


That being said, I certainly do not deny that jews, corporations, and bankers have had their role to 
play in leftism, and that they still do play that part, and I don’t even deny the reality of some of them 
having utilized the movement in the past, for the attainment of their interests. I also believe that leftism 
developed quite organically, due to an array of complex factors that go well beyond rapacious jews and 
capitalists wanting more power over European men in the eighteenth century. In reality, I firmly believe 
that both of the hypotheses I just listed are true to an extent, and that they are not mutually exclusive. To 
focus too firmly on one or the other is an error however, both realities must be taken into account. 


There are two reasons why I warn against the common right-wing view that “Women in reality all 
want to be monogamous subconsciously, they like to submit and to not have any rights, they were only 
brainwashed by jews into becoming feminists and leftists!”. The first reason is because that view is 
simply objectively and demonstrably false, as there is an overwhelming amount of evidence that many 
women, both from the past and of today, still support leftist ideation even when they are perfectly healthy 
and not brainwashed. The second reason I am against it, is because it cultivates an overly lax mindset 
among right-wingers, making them ignorant to the true nature of things, and ultimately vulnerable to the 
influence of weak and diluted forms of right-wing ideology, which do not have what it takes to actually 
defeat leftism. Yes, it is true that women will submit to patriarchal monogamy, if it is legalistically 
imposed on them. That reality does not however mean that they won’t instantly and gladly choose liberal 
hypergamy as soon as they are given the option, nor does it mean that they will not wish to make 
hypergamy accessible to them. 


In any case, I don’t think that the bureaucracy of the left is indestructible, nor do I think that they 
are as well organized or united as so many right-wingers seem to think that they are. The goal of my 
discussion here is not however to describe the genesis of leftism as a movement, but simply to explain in 
the most definitive way what leftism today is. Later in my statement, when I examine the exoteric sphere 
of the left, we will see more clearly how wealthy corporations and their illusive masters play into things. 
For now, it must be made clear that absolutely all of the policies of the left undeniably lean into the 
hypergamous instincts of human females. This is why women fervently support leftism now, and, despite 
what right-wingers may think, it is also why they have always been the first to advocate for leftism in 
times past. It comes down to their biological interests, their desire to mate, and similarly the far right 
political impulse for patriarchal monogamy is driven by our own male biological desire to reproduce in a 
healthy and secure way. The primary drive of human beings is their biological desire for sexual intimacy 
which stems for the desire to reproduce. It is not a matter of only self-preservation, as Darwin said, nor is 
it only a matter of power, as Nietzsche said. Both self-preservation and power in nature are largely means 
which serve the end of genuine sexual intimacy and thusly reproduction. 


Now, I can already hear one blatantly obvious “refutation” of my argument. “But what about 
homosexuals? How do they fit into all this, if the main desire of humans is to reproduce? How do you 
explain their behaviour?” 


Well, I can do so very easily, because I have a naturalistic worldview which allows me to 
understand things clearly. Firstly, | am not about to simply say that homosexuality is “unnatural”. It is in 
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fact, a part of nature, but so are several other diseases which harm the organisms that they afflict. 
Remember, we are not christians, or perennialists, or libertarians. We see things naturalistically. We know 
that the mind is an organ of the body, as much as the other organs are. It follows from that fact that the 
mind can be afflicted by diseases, just as other organs of the body can be afflicted. One such disease of 
the mind is so called “homosexuality”, and it arises in males for several reasons mostly stemming from 
poor genetics and problems in upbringing. It usually arises in females for other reasons however. 
Sometimes, a female who is simply too unattractive to gain the attention of the good looking men that she 
desires will simply renounce the opposite sex altogether, and resort to engaging in intimacy with other 
females, rather than engaging in it with the mediocre men which would be the only ones available to her 
if she did not turn to women. It is a characteristic of the female mind that they often would rather not 
breed at all than breed with a mate which they deem to be unsatisfactory, and on the other hand, some 
rather rare men who are particularly selective can be the same way, simply preferring to not engage in 
intimacy at all rather than enter a relationship with a partner they are not passionate about. In other cases 
of female homosexuality, namely the ones where the woman claiming the title is actually attractive, her 
self-appointed label of lesbian is simply a mere illusion. She pretends to be homosexual, but aside from 
being intimate with women, also engages in intimacy with attractive men, even bearing children through 
said men. The label of “lesbian” mainly serves her as a deterrent against the possible approaches of men 
she deems to be unworthy. 


My tangential discussion of homosexuality incidentally ties back nicely into my points about the 
prevalence of female biological desires in leftism. Why, just why, are women so overwhelmingly 
supportive of all of the groups that have adopted the rainbow flag as their emblem? 


The reason, is that all of those groups serve women’s biological interests, and by that I mean they 
all give her easier access to the most attractive men within the population. If we are being honest with 
ourselves, then we all know that homosexual men are almost never the tallest or the most good looking 
men. One can point to outliers, but those rare cases do not disprove the general fact that homosexual men 
are usually ugly or otherwise sexually unattractive to females in some way. The same is true of the men 
who mutilate their own genitals and pretend to be women. Somehow, it is almost always the weak, frail, 
ugly, mentally fragile, and generally unwell men who are the ones that end up being within the various 
groups associated with the rainbow flag. Their various creeds, homosexual, asexual, or those that pretend 
to be women, all revolve around the core aspect of renouncing sex and the pursuit of sex with actual 
women. That is what must be understood about these groups. Their various diseases of the mind, no 
matter how they spawn within their brains, all result in the consequence of the victim becoming sexually 
“neutralized”, so to speak, within the eyes of women, because the men under those diseases, having 
renounced intimacy with women, are thereby no longer a threat to the wombs of women. 


Thusly, women support their movement, because women know unconsciously that such 
movements effectively “weed out” huge numbers of average or less than average looking men, 
neutralizing them and making them no longer a threat to women’s bodies, which they wish to reserve 
solely for the pleasure of the most attractive of men. 


A young, average looking, skinny, shy young man who chops off his genitals and pretends to be a 
woman has indeed been neutered, and is no longer a threat to the womb of any woman. Women 
intuitively see instances like that as a biological victory for the female sex. On the other hand, a young, 
average looking, skinny, shy young man who does not renounce his attraction to women, but instead 
advocates for far right policies that control women, and give young men such as himself easier access to 
intimacy with a female partner, is indeed a threat to the wombs of women. That is why women despise 
right-wing men, and love the diseased, malformed creatures that shamble under the rainbow banner. 
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Once you understand that, things which you did not understand before, back when you were a 
christian or a libertarian, will begin to make sense. We all wondered, previously, about why we were 
seeing those ghastly sights that we witnessed. Why, just why, do healthy girls, friendly and delightful 
women, all seem to unanimously and wholeheartedly support the plague of rainbow flag degeneracy? 
Why do they enthusiastically and unashamedly march out in the streets in support of these people? 
Dressing themselves in their apparel, painting their skin with their emblems? How can they see the 
hideous sight of fat, disgusting, middle aged men, dressed up to appear as revoltingly perverted 
caricatures of women, with the most sickening and vile applications of cosmetic products forming foul 
contortions of human expressions upon their noxious faces, and not be disturbed by it? How can they so 
eagerly express joy and delight at the sight of such vile creatures? 


Well, now we know. They like such horribleness, because it is not horrible to them. It is horrible 
to us, in the same way that any healthy person feels a strong aversion to disease. What we feel, when we 
see the sight of a grotesque man pretending to be a woman, is very close to the feeling we get when we 
see an image of a man afflicted by leprosy or flesh-eating disease. Our response of revulsion is a perfectly 
healthy and natural one, let nobody convince you otherwise. 


But, while leprosy and other such diseases afflict both genders, the mental diseases of the 
rainbow flag crowd almost exclusively infect men, usually unattractive men as I have said before, and the 
way in which these mental diseases afflict average men happens to align with the biological interests of 
women, and therefore women feel no opposition to the rainbow flag, nor do they feel threatened by the 
males who have been neutralized. In fact, many of them would much rather surround themselves with a 
gaggle of homosexuals and twisted male husks that dress up like girls, than simply go on a date with a 
healthy right-wing man who is average or below average looking. Why? Because the right-wing man is a 
threat to their wombs, while the pack of diseased aberrations is, according to their perception, either no 
threat to their wombs at all, or a significantly smaller threat than the other option. 


That is just about all I have to say regarding social issues of gender and race, and with that I am 
nearly done my examination of the core component of the left, the esoteric sphere which is the collective 
biological interests of human females. But before moving to the next part of the investigation, where I 
will explain the exoteric sphere of the left, I must first elucidate an important point about my reasoning. 


I want to make it abundantly clear, that I categorically do not believe that women mentally 
verbalize their inner biological desires when they participate in politics, or advocate for the left-wing 
views that they advocate for. I am not anywhere trying to say that women are thinking “Ah yes, I will now 
hinder the biological interests of the majority of the male population, and by doing so advance the 
collective biological interests of my own sex” when they vote for leftist political parties. I do not believe 
that girls consciously think “Wonderful, look at all of these sub-par looking men that have been sexually 
neutralized, and do not threaten my womb any longer” when they stand cheering amongst the crowd at a 
pride parade. 


This phenomena is not something that is verbally articulated within the female mind, at least not 
for most of them, and it is not a conscious decision that they autonomously make after philosophical 
pondering. Much to the contrary, it is simply an involuntary, unconscious biological mechanism which is 
active within their minds, it is from nature, and is not inherently evil or divine. 


Of course, just because it is involuntary and from nature, that does not mean that it can not be 
harmful, nor does it mean that we should not advocate for our own biological interests. 


28 


So, if the core element of the left-wing ideology is really the collective biological interests of 
human females, why then are so many males inclined towards leftism? Why also are some women 
themselves not leftists? Why do so many left-wing women simply have no offspring at all, if supposedly 
the whole goal of their philosophy is to get access to the best mates? The answers to these questions will 
now become clear, as I discuss the external component of leftism, it’s exoteric sphere. 


The exoteric sphere of leftism is composed of the things which most people associate with the 
word ‘leftism’. Political parties along with their goals and legislations, various institutions, “social 
justice” movements, corporations, ideologies, moral maxims, and all who participate in those things. 
Generally, the whole apparatus of the western liberal order participates in it. This exoteric sphere 
overlaps, contains, and conceals the esoteric sphere. To help demonstrate how this works, allow me to 
provide an example. A left-wing party that has been elected within a western nation proceeds to pass a 
law allowing for women to kill their unborn children right up until the age of nine months. This act of 
simple child killing is given the label of “abortion”, and is justified by vague, illusory, and relative terms 
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such as “justice”, “freedom”, and “equality”. In reaction, the right-wingers all bemoan and wail about 
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equally vague and largely relative concepts such as “demons”, “tyranny” or “evil”. 


What has happened in reality within that scenario, is that the female sex has gained an advantage 
over the majority of the male sex. Women can, as they wish, kill offspring that they deem to be inferior, 
unwanted, or simply not worth the effort, and thereby keep their wombs free and available for the biggest, 
meanest, toughest alpha male that happens to catch their attention. They want it that way, make no 
mistake. The reason we do not want it that way, is because we want to marry women who can not kill our 
children with impunity. We want to live in a robust, patriarchal, monogamous state in which we can have 
families, and in order for strong families to be created of good quality and in high quantities, women must 
not be allowed to slaughter their offspring on a whim. 


On a tangential note, I want to make it clear that we young right-wingers, as much as we would 
all like to see ourselves as the so called “alpha males”, are almost all categorically not the thing which 
that label describes. The alpha male is the one who breeds the attractive females. In case it is not clear 
enough already, I will point out the fact that almost all of us are not breeding any females. The actual 
alpha males are usually apolitical or outright leftists, and the few of them that do consider themselves to 
be “right-wing” only stay within the safe and comfortable boundaries of the most milquetoast and generic 
“right-wing” political beliefs possible. It is not a coincidence that those who advocate for far right 
political views are almost always young, skinny, average or below average looking males from the lower 
and middle classes of western society, or in other words, the single group that has been most severely 
effected by leftism, and the starvation of female intimacy that it has wrought upon most of the male sex, 
anywhere where leftism has taken hold. We young men have been effected more negatively than older 
men, because in our time, there has been essentially nothing but absolute leftist social domination, even 
when supposedly “right-wing” leaders were in power. The older generations of men at least got to live in 
a society where contemporary leftism was very strong and gaining power, but not totally ubiquitous as it 
is today. Also noteworthy is the fact that the most devoted of leftists are very often women of average 
attractiveness, who belong to the lower and middle classes of western society, and the reason for this is 
simply because they are the ones who have the most to gain biologically from leftism. In the past, they 
would’ve been married off to a skinny, average looking young man. Now, they can simply be bedded by 
whatever big, “tough”, boorish slob they happen to feel is worthy enough at any given moment. Again, 
they want it that way. 


Before I return to my discussion of the exoteric sphere, I must make one more digression. One 
might wonder why I have made no mention of economics in my explanation of leftism thus far, as 
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economic policies commonly considered to be “left wing” might seem to be something that would be 
worthy of discussing here. 


To explain this issue as concisely as possible, I will simply say that I believe that the common 
economical understanding held by both leftists and right-wingers is wrong, and that the economy is 
actually of secondary importance behind issues of gender and race, when it comes to defining the terms 
left-wing and right-wing. The typical belief is that more government control of the economy is leftism, 
and less government control is right-wing. But this view could not be more spectacularly false, and I can 
prove this quite easily. 


What if I said, that there once existed on earth a state which governed the population of a vast 
territory. Throughout the land, the majority of people lived a simple agricultural life, with patriarchal 
monogamy being stable and largely unchallenged. Within this state, central authority was supreme, and 
said authority created and sponsored groups of heavily armed young men, who wielded lethal jurisdiction. 
These young men, mostly from lower or middle class backgrounds, wore ominous uniforms of black 
leather, and operated with weapons ranging from traditional swords and daggers to handguns, carbines, 
automatic rifles, machine guns, and even armoured cars. They stalked through the cities and countryside, 
enforcing laws against debauchery and other crimes, and sometimes administering capital punishment. 


Now, going on that description alone, if people were asked whether they thought the state in 
question was left-wing or right-wing, the people would undoubtedly give the answer of “far right’, 
because it was a state in which authority, agriculture and monogamy reigned, and death squads had 
authority to liquidate those who had committed debauchery and other crimes. However, upon finding out 
the name of that state, which is the Soviet Union, people would suddenly scramble to change their answer 
to left wing, simply because the Soviet government exercised central control over it’s own economy, and 
people have been heavily indoctrinated into the idea that any state which scorns the free market is 
automatically a left-wing state. 


There is a major problem with that opinion. We know undoubtedly that there have been many 
states throughout history, which have controlled their own economies, and could not in any sane way be 
described as “left wing’. In ancient times, before capitalism even existed, we had monogamous 
patriarchies, which no sane human would ever describe as left wing. Even in the case of the Soviet Union, 
I think it could honestly be argued that it was more of a right-wing state than a left-wing one, because, as 
I contend, what constitutes something as being left or right-wing boils down ultimately to whether it 
advocates for the collective, hypergamous, biological interests of human women, or not. In the case of the 
Soviet Union, we see that while not perfectly, it did indeed maintain a healthy state of monogamy far 
better than western capitalist nations managed to do. In fact, fertility rates in not only the Soviet Union, 
but in most of the communist nations of Europe, actually remained healthy for far longer than those of the 
liberal western democracies. The fertility rates in most communist nations only began to collapse after 
capitalism had begun to encroach upon those places. 


It is true that there are plenty of free enterprisers who advocate for monogamy and the interests of 
males, and there are also plenty who advocate for the same thing, but who despise free market capitalism. 
We can find right-wingers who are for the free market, and many who are against the free market, and we 
can find leftists who are for the free market, and leftists that are against the free market. Now, do we ever 
find leftists who advocate for total monogamy? Have we ever seen such a thing? Can anyone recall the 
last time they heard a leftist speak out against so called “sexual freedom”, or against the freedom of other 
races in western countries? Of course, we have not seen such things, because ultimately, what it really 
means to be left or right-wing today comes down to social issues of gender, sexuality, and race. These 
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issues, as I have pointed out, compose the exoteric sphere of leftism, and they work with the esoteric 
sphere, which is the collective biological interests of female human beings. 


Now, some who believe that economies form the foundations for all social systems might say 
“But how can people engage in society and political discussions if they do not have food, shelter, and 
resources first, all of which are generated by the economy?” 


To that I would say that nobody can participate in any economy if they have not been born yet, 
and the way that human beings are born is through the act of sexual reproduction between males and 
females. Thusly, a societies’ mode of reproduction is prior to it’s mode of production, or, if it is not fully 
prior, it is of equal importance. It is immensely evident throughout history that the mode of reproduction 
directly effects the economy, or is at least closely interrelated to it, as stable agricultural civilizations tend 
to be monogamous, favouring males, while a hypergamous mode of reproduction which favours women 
results in a violent and depraved society in which wealth and good looks are the only factors that can 
advance a male’s economic status. 


I myself would actually make the case that as far as economics are concerned, it would actually 
be the free market, and not central control which would be the more left-wing option, because capitalism 
allows for corporations to commodify the bodies of women, thereby making them independent of humble 
working class men, who they would’ ve been married off to in a more ordered society with a largely 
agricultural planned economy. We have seen the capitalistic commodification of the female body manifest 
very grotesquely through certain online platforms recently, which allow women to generate obscene 
amounts of wealth by simply posting pictures of themselves, images which desperate men then pay to see, 
while the woman has no need to enter into a monogamous relationship of any kind. Therefore I think that 
right-wingers who support the free market are actually quite defective right-wingers, who end up 
involuntarily helping leftism to some capacity, due to their delusions. To reveal all of the horror and 
vileness of capitalism would make this digression too verbose however, and I think the topic should be 
examined more thoroughly in another discussion. With all of that said, I now return to the point from 
which I digressed. 


The exoteric sphere of leftism is a very effective mechanism of occlusion and mystification. It 
essentially acts as a kind of mask over the esoteric sphere. There are many fine examples I could use, 
aside from the one of abortion which I explained previously. The point is that people get caught up in 
mere labels, in political parties and their campaigns, in moralism and especially for right-wingers, in 
religion. All of those exoteric things hide the true, esoteric, naturalistic reality behind politics, making for 
a very nuanced and intricate situation. Right-wing men fail to see the true nature of things, and 
consequently they fall into a wide range of delusions, typically ranging from libertarianism, to christianity 
and finally perennialism. I would indeed contend, that all of those systems actually themselves participate 
to at least a limited degree in the exoteric sphere of leftism, because they all hide the real nature of the 
situation, and, as I explained before, their natural offspring is simple liberalism. Now, that does not mean 
that men who believe in those systems are then to be considered as average leftists, but rather, they should 
be seen as men who participate in leftism unknowingly, and only to a limited degree. Just because they 
participate in leftism to a degree, they are still ultimately right-wingers in the most true sense. Even 
though the mud-flat crab occasionally spends time on land, that does not mean that it is not still a marine 
creature at the end of the day. 


All of the various groups, evangelical christian nationalists, perennialists, gnostics, esotericists, 
national socialists, national bolsheviks, libertarians, republicans, ecofascists, catholics, eastern orthodox 
christians, Mormons, accelerationists, Nietzscheans, Neoplatonists, Norse Pagans, Anglo-Saxon Pagans, 
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Hellenic Pagans, and any other such right-wing faction, despite how different from one another they may 
seem to be, are all indeed united in one way, that is, they all wish to replace the current liberal, 
cosmopolitan, hypergamous western way of life with a monogamous one, which allows for themselves 
and men like them to easily obtain a female partner that will remain loyal in a healthy relationship. This is 
true across the right-wing world. Whether or not the various factions admit this reality, or even 
consciously recognize their own true motives at all, is irrelevant. 


Likewise, all of the various left-wing factions are united in one singular way, they all want 
women to be free of monogamy, and able to engage in hypergamy without consequence. This is true of 
leftist groups even if they try to hide their genuine motives under moralistic language of so called 
“equality” and “justice”. What is fair to one collective is unfair to another, and what is just to one faction 
is unjust to it’s opposition. 


As I reach the end of my discussion about the exoteric sphere of leftism, it will be necessary for 
me to address some obvious objections that may be raised against my reasoning. Firstly, “Why are so 
many males devotedly left wing, if leftism does not advance their interests?”. This is a reasonable enough 
question. The first thing to understand is that there is not a single answer that will unanimously work to 
describe every single case, and this is due to two main reasons that I have been able to identify. Both 
reasons stem from the fact that not all men in western society today belong to the same sexual caste. 
There are essentially two of these castes, the first consists of the majority of males, who are not desired by 
women in the present societal conditions, and consequentially can either secure no relationships with 
women at all, or alternatively can only secure relationships in which they will experience any number of 
bad conditions, often being belittled, humiliated, despised, cuckolded, exploited for money, or otherwise 
subject to conditions that any mentally strong and healthy male should consider to be unconscionable. 
The vast majority of males living in western countries today fall into this broad category, the lower caste. 
It is the biological interests of this caste, which makes up the majority of the male sex, that the esoteric 
sphere of leftism is opposed to. 


There is of course another sexual caste of men, the upper caste, which is far less numerous than 
the lower caste, and is itself is made figuratively of three broad spheres, which are all united in that they 
each have relatively easy access to female intimacy. One sphere is composed of those males who due to 
their good genetics have phenotypes that women are strongly attracted to, and thereby can easily obtain 
genuine intimacy and stable relationships with women, whether they are wealthy or not. The second 
sphere is still less numerous, but more powerful, and is composed of the men who are either ugly or 
mediocre looking, but by some means have acquired excessive wealth, which has granted them access to 
stable female attention, though it is disingenuous attention, and they are essentially only indirectly buying 
female intimacy that good looking men obtain for free. Leftism benefits this upper caste of men, because 
it does not force them to live monogamously, and so it allows them to hoard female intimacy as they 
please. Do not think that it is such a rare thing for the more wealthy among them to engage in sickeningly 
vile sexual festivities, stomach-churning orgies within the interiors of sinister mansions and noxious 
skyscrapers. It is within these revolting structures that so many young women are being regularly used for 
debauchery by revolting slobs. 


It should naturally be expected that many of these men would support the system that benefits 
them, and indeed a great number of them do. This is where the males who make up the upper echelons of 
wealthy corporations play into things. These individuals, who are often jews, commonly hoard their 
wealth in obscene amounts, and use it to fund leftist movements that support hypergamy. They do this, 
because a liberal hypergamous society grants them access to concubines which they would not have 
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access to, if they were mere working class men living in a monogamous societal order, in which death 
squads regularly execute any mercantile parasite who attempts to hoard wealth and concubines. 


Something I have occasionally felt ambivalent about, is the idea that perhaps the interests of the 
upper caste of men should be included in the esoteric sphere of leftism alongside the interests of women. 
It could be argued that both strive against the interests of the majority of males, who do not belong to the 
upper caste. However, I also think that women are ultimately the only real winners in a hypergamous 
liberal system, as even the good looking men who are far better off than most other men still get divorced, 
cheated on, and treated badly at times, simply because of the truly unlimited options that females posess 
in liberal society. Also, the sinister merchants who hoard concubines still have to compete ferociously 
with competition from other corporations, often foreign ones. Ultimately, though the lives of women are 
not perfect, they really are the ones who get the best deal, and so I am inclined towards describing the 
esoteric sphere of leftism as being solely composed of their biological interests. Now, we know the first 
reason why some men support leftism, but there is still the other reason that must be explained. 


What about the countless men who are not in the upper sexual caste, and yet still manage to find 
themselves as fervent acolytes of leftism? What is the explanation for their support of the ideology, if they 
are not part of the upper caste? 


Well, these types, lower caste males who are firmly aligned with the left, are under the sway of a 
condition which I refer to as false conciousness. This condition makes itself manifest when men advocate 
for and directly support systems which do not advance or maintain their biological interests. Whenever 
you see average or below average looking males enthusiastically supporting and knowingly partaking in 
liberalism, know that these specimens are merely suffering from false conciousness. Certainly, one might 
indeed wonder how exactly false conciousness has become so widespread and severe. This confusing fact 
has strongly to do with the exoteric sphere of leftism, which holds so much sway over the daily lives of 
western males from birth until death. We are all essentially indoctrinated into liberal morality from a very 
young age, and a gigantic number of males simply never escape that way of thinking. To go into more 
focused detail about all of the factors which both cause false conciousness and maintain it’s presence is a 
task for another day, and for now I will move on to the next objection. 


“Why are there so many right-wing women, if they have nothing to gain from being right-wing?” 
So, one might think that I would simply explain this by using a female version of the phenomenon of 
false conciousness, but I do not actually think this to necessarily be the case, and I would contend that 
women are generally far less vulnerable to that sort of thing than men are, at least within the context of 
contemporary society. As in the many cases of left-wing males, the cases of right-wing females also do 
not result from one singular cause. 


In some examples, girls from lower class backgrounds who have unfortunately experienced 
extreme trauma and suffering as a result of growing up in liberal western society will react in a sudden 
and dramatic fashion by becoming vocal christians, voting for right-wing parties and supporting them 
openly. On the other hand, many girls who are raised in wealthy, stable, and harmonious households, 
especially sequestered ones in the countryside, often tend to support right-wing ideas, though usually not 
very devotedly. Often times, almost immediately upon moving away from their farms, and discovering 
the existence of another way of life, those right-wing women begin to enthusiastically engage in the 
standard hypergamous liberal culture. Sometimes, girls who are attractive enough will take advantage of 
their good looks, and regurgitate common right-wing talking points on social media, thereby gaining a 
large following of hapless right-wing men who devotedly praise the woman in question, and provide 
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financial support for her, all the while the “right-wing” woman uses her newfound wealth to live a 
lifestyle which is much the opposite of the monogamous one that she instructs other women to engage in. 


Within all of these examples however, the women in question never quite fully leave the exoteric 
sphere of the left, because as I have said, all of the mainline forms of right-wing ideology today, 
libertarianism, christianity, and perennialism, indeed participate in leftism to a limited degree, because of 
the reasons that I have already elucidated. In cases where the “right-wing” woman in question is older, it 
is usually simply a case of them wanting to return to the liberalism that existed during their youths, in the 
70s, 80s, 90s, et cetera. I do not know of any women at all who have given their support to the naturalistic 
right-wing ideology which has been espoused by myself and those few who agree with me. The truth is 
that “right-wing” women only want a more restrained and organized version of liberalism, and do not 
truly want to return to patriarchal monogamy. That is all for my explanation of this objection. 


“Tf the core of leftism is merely the collective biological interests of females, why then are leftist 
women generally so infertile? If they really want only to produce offspring with the very best males, then 
why exactly do they hesitate to have many babies at all, and why are they often so depressed and mentally 
ill?” Several factors can explain to us the cause of these things. The most prominent seems to bea 
phenomenon known as choice paralysis, which occurs when people are given a range of options to choose 
from that is far too vast. Technology has worked in combination with widespread and practically 
globalized liberalism to create a social situation in which women can access a nearly endless plethora of 
attractive men within a few seconds, at almost any location in the developed world, simply by opening up 
apps on their cellphones. Because of this fact, and because of the already highly selective nature of 
females, they take their time in deciding which partner they want to settle down with. That is not to say 
that they don’t engage in promiscuity, they most certainly do, though those encounters often do not result 
in the impregnation of the female involved. Since there is no pressure for women to get married young 
anymore, they engage in such promiscuity almost always at least until the age of twenty five, but often 
continuing that unmarried, childless lifestyle of promiscuity well into their thirties and forties, and in 
many cases even later than that. They very often manage to get pregnant eventually, by some parasite or 
another, and then they decide to settle down with an average man who can financially support both her 
and her new child. Or, the woman may have a few children with an attractive man, and then due to a 
combination of inherent fickleness and the unlimited legal power granted to women by liberal society, she 
will divorce the male she once selected, and move on to her next victim. Sometimes after being bedded a 
revolting amount of times, for decades on end, by a sickening quantity of upper caste males, being so 
distracted and enamoured by the pleasure she is experiencing, the female will simply become too old to 
have kids. There is an innumerable quantity of similar such scenarios which I could list that occur 
commonly today, the point is that the average man loses in all of them, while the woman enjoys limitless 
fun, usually with little to no consequences, and the men from the upper sexual caste are far better off then 
most of the rest of their male counterparts. Choice paralysis is a demonstrably true phenomenon that 
exists, not just within female psychology but also in male psychology. If you give almost anyone a 
limitless quantity of good options to choose from, and then put no significant temporal pressure on them, 
of course they are going to take a long time to choose, and have a lot of fun experimenting with various 
options before making their final choice. That reality accounts for why liberal women generally have few 
kids, with the few that they have usually being birthed by them well into their twenties and after. 


And why are so many of them miserable? Well, they are not so miserable as many right-wingers 
would like to believe. Of course, because women are generally more sensitive and volatile they are more 
likely to act dramatically, and over-catastrophize inconveniences in their lives than men are, and this 
superficial phenomenon gives people the false impression that most women are more miserable than most 
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boys. Also contributing to this delusion is the fact that within many right-wing spheres, especially ones 
that are inclined towards christianity, the men there have a tendency to cope with their own biological 
peril by projecting their fear and misery onto girls, saying such things as “Those girls might act like they 
are fulfilled, but deep down they are miserable!”, or “They may be having fun now, but they will regret it 
once they get older!”, and any number of similar statements. 


These sentiments are both false, and harmful to the right-wing. They are harmful because they 
make right-wingers complacent, lulling them into a false but soothing belief that the left will “get what 
they deserve”, without the deluded right-winger in question having to ever actually do anything of 
significance. The statements are false, because it can be scientifically demonstrated with genuine 
evidence that males in liberal western nations, and developed nations in general, are far more miserable 
and mentally ill than females are. Women are the ones who are able to engage in whatever variety of 
promiscuity and degeneracy they wish throughout their youths, and then still come out of it happy, 
financially stable, emotionally content, and thriving. Men are the ones who are killing themselves in 
record numbers, their corpses rotting and putrefying in dim hovels for days, weeks, and sometimes 
months on end before someone eventually finds whatever remains, often partially melded into furniture. 
Women are the ones who are usually extroverted, relaxed, and confident in their daily lives, out and 
about, moving up in society, hanging out with their friends, enjoying rich experiences and pleasantries. 
Men are the ones who make up most of the rapidly growing homeless population, wandering aimlessly 
through urban hellscapes, exposed to the elements, alone, insane, abandoned, and irretrievable. 


Existence is a complex thing, and so is society. Even in a society which specifically and 
exclusively caters to the collective biological interests of females, you are simply going to have some 
cases where individual women end up in bad situations, due to the multitudinous and chaotic nature of 
reality itself. This does not change the fact that the overwhelming majority of the victims of leftism are 
males. 


Now, to discuss the last objection that people may have against my contention. “If the core 
element of leftism is female biological interest, then wouldn’t the only way to defeat leftism be to defeat 
natural human biology itself?” 


I stated earlier, that the exoteric sphere of leftism is contingent on the esoteric sphere of leftism. It 
is important to realize that the converse of that statement does not hold, which is to say that the esoteric 
sphere does not depend on it’s exoteric counterpart in order to exist. As much as leftism is hurtful to us in 
so many ways, it is important to realize that it’s most core element, the esoteric sphere of human female 
biological desire, is indeed natural, and not inherently evil in any way. It has existed at least as long as 
humanity has existed, and it was in existence long before leftism came to be. Remember, the apparatus of 
leftism is composed of two parts, not one, it exists only when it’s esoteric and exoteric spheres operate 
together. The esoteric sphere in itself does not qualify as leftism, in order for leftism to exist the exoteric 
must be present. Therefore the way to defeat leftism does not lie in combatting the esoteric sphere. 


A total defeat of leftism would involve direct and indirect combat against the exoteric sphere, 
against it’s political parties, it’s philosophies and maxims, it’s ideological beliefs, it’s institutions, and the 
individuals who keep the apparatus functioning, especially the powerful males who both greatly benefit 
from it, and defend it with all their ability. All of these must be reshaped into forms of our liking, or 
liquidated entirely. 


The esoteric sphere of leftism was in existence before leftism itself was. Our ancestors in ancient 
times quite simply were not brainwashed by the liberal morality which has overtaken the planet over 
approximately the past two thousand years, and they had unified cultures which were largely focused on a 
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monogamous way of life, closely interlinked with deep ancestral traditions and robust kinship networks. 
These cultures were able to stay firmly free from the threat of leftism or anything like it possibly 
developing. The majority of men were able to live merry, meaningful, fulfilling, and relivable lives, lives 
in which they were not the victims of vile hypergamy. Let no one deceive you, people were indeed far 
more happy back then, as opposed to right now. I said “people”, and not “men”, because despite 
everything, and although I know that women choose hypergamy if they are given a choice, | actually still 
think that women on average were happier in those distant times than they are now, even though they did 
not have easy access to the strongest possible mates. To explain in detail exactly how the apparatus of 
leftism first arose and developed would be a fascinating discussion, leading to even further understanding 
for us, but it is not the topic at hand today, as on this day we are only seeking to describe what 
contemporary leftism actually is. 


With all objections now having received their responses, I will summarize my theory one final 
time, to conclude my statement. 


What we all know as leftism today is an apparatus of multiple components, which is active and 
influential in reality. It is figuratively composed of two spheres, one is the outer exoteric sphere, and the 
other is the inner esoteric sphere. The exoteric sphere is composed of plainly visible things, namely 
political parties, ideologies, organizations, corporations, institutions, philosophies, behavioural standards, 
and those who participate in those things. The esoteric sphere is active behind those elements, it is what 
they feed into, and is composed of the semiconscious, collective biological interests of human females, 
especially their innate desire to have unlimited access to the most attractive and powerful males among 
any given population. The many males, wealthy or otherwise, who support leftism, are themselves 
benefiting from it’s existence directly, or suffering from false conciousness, a form of mental illness. The 
esoteric sphere of leftism does not comprise leftism in itself, and therefore does not need to be fought 
directly, but rather only contained within a better societal framework. The apparatus of leftism could 
theoretically be defeated entirely, if its exoteric sphere was sufficiently combatted out of existence. 


That concludes my argument. So, Witch, let us know the truth, will we be leaving this hut with 
our minds today? 


The Witch: You will see. 


Simplician: I feel an immense foreboding, a pervasive dread, increasing and unignorable. Shadows and 
darkness, suffused with hints of strange colours seem to be warping the walls, and an aura of cold earth 
and blood is emanating from the fireplace... 


*AJI within the hut are consumed by a violet vortex. They awaken to find themselves within the 
underworld, in the center of the vast interior of a tall basilica. The adornment of the chthonic structure is 
palpably beautiful, in a sublime manner. Tremendous columns of iridescent porphyry and alcoves of 
wondrous construction, containing almost breathing statues decorate the walls of the place. An ominously 
serene landscape of grassy plains, dotted with a few scattered trees and groves can be seen through the 
many large windows of the basilica. At one of the far ends of the structure, a colossal throne of marble 
stands, occupied by a calm figure. * 


36 


*The Witch, Vinegar Tom, Liberius, Simplician, Vegetius, and Arimanides walk over to the throne. The 
seated being is a gigantic man, of fair complexion and gentle aspect, clothed in patrician Roman attire, 
and wearing a laurel wreath upon his head. Surrounding the throne are some chthonic spirits, holding 
lyres and playing calming yet stern music of the Dorian mode.* 


Arimanides: To whom do I have the honour of speaking to? 


Maxentius: I am Marcus Aurelius Valerius Maxentius, Pontifex Maximus and Emperor of the Romans in 
life, now deified and enthroned in the land of the dead. 


Arimanides: Divine Emperor, have we been transported here in order for you to judge my statement? 


Maxentius: Indeed, little one. 


Arimanides: So I understand. That being the case, let us hear the adjudication. 


Maxentius: The truth of this matter is that your answer is indeed correct. By giving such a statement you 
have elucidated things which have remained occluded and ghostly within the minds of most people for a 
very long time. A new age is rapidly forthcoming, and the previous age of delusion, escapism, and greed 
shall wither away, as the truth is revealed by you and others like you. 


Arimanides: I am exceedingly glad to hear so. 


Vegetius: Emperor, do you actually mean to say that his answer was true? Or do my senses deceive me? 


Maxentius: His statement was right, true, and sound indeed. For you to be in denial about the reality of 
his words would be a woeful error. 


Vegetius: I see... If that is so, then I will be adjusting my own philosophy accordingly. Objective truth is 
still objective truth, even if it may seem to be unpleasant within the perspectives of some. 


Maxentius: A wise statement. Now, with judgment having been declared, you all shall return to the mortal 
realm. 
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*The Witch, Vinegar Tom, Liberius, Simplician, Vegetius, and Arimanides fall under the phantasmal form 
of a violet vortex once more, and are transported back into the rustic hut within the cold river valley. The 
four men are now free of their bonds, and rise to stand together. The Witch and Vinegar Tom also rise, and 
the two groups face each other.* 


The Witch: Since you somehow managed to give the right answer, it seems that I now have to let you and 
your friends go. 


Arimanides: We will go, unless you have some kind of magical trick to capture us again. 


The Witch: You don’t have to worry about such a thing. I will not stop you, nor will Vinegar Tom. 


Arimanides: Goodbye then, Witch. 


The Witch: Farewell, Arimanides. 


*The four young men set off together, into the darkness of the nocturnal forest, knowing the truth, and 
awaiting the imminent dawn.* 
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